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ABSTRACT 
THE IMPACT OF MARKETER CONTROLLED FACTORS ON COLLEGE- 
CHOICE DECISIONS BY STUDENTS AT A PUBLIC RESEARCH 
UNIVERSITY 
FEBRUARY 2002 
JOHN DONNELLAN, B.A., AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL COLLEGE 
M.B.A., WESTERN NEW ENGLAND COLLEGE 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Dr. Johnstone Campbell 
The study examined college-choice decisions by 
students at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. The 
purpose of the study was to determine whether marketing 
factors controlled by the University have a greater impact 
on college choice than external environmental factors 
uncontrollable by the University. The literature showed 
evidence of considerable research on college choice, 
student recruitment, and use of marketing strategies in 
higher education. However, there was no evidence of 
research comparing the effectiveness of student- 
recruitment marketing efforts controlled by an institution 
to factors impacting college choice over which an 
institution has little or no control. In view of the 
expanding use of marketing strategies in higher education 
v 
today, this represents a significant research void. The 
present research also examined student demographic 
characteristics as they relate to college choice, and the 
importance of institutional attributes in the college- 
choice process. 
Four hundred fifty-three UMass freshmen ('04) 
completed the survey. The results showed that non¬ 
marketing factors were more influential on the 
respondents' college-choice decisions than marketing 
factors. The most strongly influential marketing factors 
were the campus visit and information about a specific 
major. The most strongly influential non-marketing factors 
were parents and friends. Price emerged as the most 
strongly influential institutional attribute on college 
choice. 
Significant differences were found between male and 
female respondents, in-state and out-of-state respondents, 
and white and non-white respondents in terms of how each 
group rated the influence of marketing and non-marketing 
factors on their college-choice decisions. Females rated 
marketing factors as more strongly influential than males. 
With the exception of television and radio ads, out-of- 
state students rated marketing factors as more strongly 
vi 
influential on their college-choice decisions than in¬ 
state students. White students rated parents as 
significantly more influential on their college-choice 
decision than non-white students. 
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CHAPTER 1 
BACKGROUND 
College Admissions: An Historical Perspective 
The decades between 1950 and 1970 are often 
considered the heyday of higher education. External 
environmental factors such as the G.I. Bill, the National 
Defense Student Loan Act, and the baby boom created an 
unprecedented demand for higher education. College 
enrollment increased at a rate of 7.5 percent annually 
(Bowen, 1974). Colleges and universities accommodated the 
massive number of students at their doors with new 
facilities and new programs (Keim & Keim, 1981). With 
more applicants than seats, admission offices functioned 
more as rejection offices during this golden age with 
little concern for increasing the number or quality of 
applicants (Schmidt, 1988). 
By the 1970s, the glimmer began to fade. Declining 
enrollments and rising inflation had joined forces to 
threaten the viability of hundreds of institutions 
(Jenkins, 1974). In a 1976 study, Kupton, Augenblith and 
Hegeson found that 49.2 percent of the 2000 colleges and 
universities surveyed were fiscally unhealthy primarily 
because of flattening enrollments. 
1 
The 1980s were even more dismal. Between 1980 and 
1993 the population of 18- to 22-year olds in the United 
States decreased by 22 percent. Many institutions found 
themselves caught in what some described as the "over-and- 
under dilemma": overbuilt and overscheduled with programs 
and courses, and under-financed and under-enrolled 
(Litten, Sullivan & Brodigan, 1983). The smaller 
applicant pool transformed a seller's market to a buyer's 
market making college admissions a fiercely competitive 
arena among colleges and universities. Though the "echo 
boom" of baby-boom offspring has been generating larger 
pools of college-age prospects since 1992, colleges and 
universities still find themselves competing with one 
another to attract the best and the brightest students 
(Rosen, Curren & Greenlee, 1998). 
Marketing and College Admissions 
Many colleges and universities have turned to 
marketing as a means of sustaining their organizational 
and economic viability in a highly competitive 
environment. Marketing has manifested itself in higher 
education in many ways. Enrollment management is 
essentially a marketing concept. This strategy extends 
the traditional admissions function beyond recruitment to 
2 
encompass student services, such as financial aid, 
advising and housing, and to maximize retention by 
improving the quality of student life (Dolence, 1991). 
Marketing is often seen as a catalyst that transforms 
higher educational institutions from ivory-tower enclaves 
to other-centered institutions that interact with their 
external shareholders to form mutually beneficial 
economic, social, and political partnerships. Even 
prestigious institutions with far more applicants than 
available seats market to attract their fair share of the 
best and the brightest applicants. To maintain its image 
as the "Harvard of the South," Rice University in Houston 
markets to National Merit scholars offering them discounts 
on airline flights to encourage campus visits (Dembner, 
1996; Elson, 1992). 
Not everyone is enthralled by the use of marketing in 
higher education. Some warn that academic standards are 
sacrificed in an effort to fill seats (Kotler, 1991; 
LaFleur & LaFleur, 1991) and that overly zealous- 
promotional efforts can falsely portray an institution 
(Behrend v. State, 379 N.E.2nd 617, Ohio Ct. App 1977). 
Because marketing is expensive (Dembner, 1996), an 
aggressive marketing environment puts many small, private. 
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liberal-arts colleges with limited fiscal resources at a 
competitive disadvantage (Moore & Elmer, 1992). 
Marketing strategies have been developed to meet the 
wants and needs of potential students. New academic 
programs and support services have been created, and a 
variety of promotional approaches have been implemented to 
attract applicants. However, most of these strategies 
have been devised with only limited knowledge of the way 
in which students might react to them. Missing pieces of 
information can lead to inappropriate offerings and 
messages directed to the potential student market (Kotler, 
1991). A major need in college and university 
administration is more information for decision making 
(Dembner, 1996). More concern must be directed toward the 
external environment since an institution is part of that 
environment and must interact with it. Those in charge of 
an institution of higher learning must make the 
corrections needed for that institution to hold or improve 
its position in the marketplace (Bowen, 1974). 
Institutional Image 
Closely tied to the concept of marketing and college 
admissions is the concept of institutional image or the 
public’s perception of an institution. The study of 
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institutional image as it relates to attracting students 
has grown in recent years (Fiedler, Hilton & Mortes 1993). 
Approaches to the study of image range from the simple to 
the complex. Ogbuehi and Rogers (1990) suggest that an 
institution's image can be built simply by identifying 
excellent high-school students and attracting them. 
Martin and Dixon (1991) see image as a synergy among five 
types of influences: academic programs, social climate, 
cost, location, and the influence of others (e.g., 
parents, friends, peers, guidance counselors, and 
teachers). 
Lay, Maguire and Litten (1982) advised colleges and 
universities to study the perceptions of specific market 
segments. They also suggested determining the perceptions 
of successfully matriculating students with the goal of 
using this information to attract the "best" freshman 
class. They define "best" as the "optimal match between 
the goal of the university for a qualified and diverse 
student body with the needs and preferences of students" 
(p. 137). 
Bess and Shearer (1994) discussed image relative to 
the annual ranking of colleges and universities published 
by U.S. News and World Report. They determined that well- 
defined selectivity indices can be helpful to potential 
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university students, but warn that "reputation alone does 
not unequivocally connote good education" (p. 8). 
Marburger (1993) found that the match between an 
institution's image and reality is not always perfect. 
Theoretical Models of Consumer Behavior 
Marketing researchers use theoretical models as tools 
for explaining consumer-buying decisions. The models are 
also used as competitive analyses to answer the "who, 
what, where, when and why" questions of consumer choice. 
The answers to the "what, where, and when" questions are 
relatively straightforward and quantitatively measured by 
analyses of sales. The answers to the "why" questions are 
more complex, often involving multiple variables and the 
interaction among them (Schiffman & Kanuk, 1997; Kotler & 
Armstrong, 1997). 
Some theoretical models explain consumer buying 
behavior as a reaction to external environmental stimuli 
such as price and advertising (Schiffman & Kanuk, 1997). 
A model proposed by Dodds, Monroe and Grewel (1991) 
purports that a buyer's willingness to purchase is based 
on his or her perception of the three external factors: 
price, the product's brand name, and the image of the 
store at which the product is sold. Research related to 
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the model has shown that price has a positive effect on 
perceived quality, but a negative effect on both perceived 
value and willingness to buy. Results also showed that 
brand and store image have a positive effect on perceived 
quality, as well as a positive effect on perceived value 
and willingness to buy (Lavenka, 1991). 
The external stimuli cited in the Dodds, Monroe and 
Grewel (1991) model are controlled by the marketer. 
However, not all of the external stimuli that influence 
consumer decision-making are marketer controlled. Word- 
of-mouth advertising involves an informal flow of 
information between two people. One of the individuals 
involved in the exchange is usually an opinion leader who 
informally influences the' actions or attitudes of the 
other. Word-of-mouth advertising is technically verbal, 
however the actions and behaviors of the opinion leader 
are also part of the communication process. Though 
marketers attempt to influence word-of-mouth advertising 
with various forms of advertising and publicity, it is 
generally considered an uncontrollable factor in the 
marketing process (Bayus, 1985; Bristor, 1991) 
Other theoretical models attempt to explain consumer 
choice based on the internal characteristics of a buyer. 
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Netemeyer, Burton and Lichtenstein (1995) developed a 
vanity scale to measure self-concern and self-perception. 
They used the scale to study the relationship between 
vanity and the purchase of cosmetics, clothing, and 
country-club memberships. 
Theoretical models have been developed for higher 
education. Cook and Zallocco (1983) presented a linear 
compensatory model that defines an individual's attitude 
about a specific college or university as the importance 
that the individual attaches to various attributes of the 
school, and the belief that a particular institution has 
that attribute. • Trusheim, Crouse and Middaugh (1990) 
extended this model to include attitudes toward 
competitive schools. 
Market-segmentation categories are often used to 
characterize consumers. Market segmentation is the 
process of dividing a market into distinct subsets of 
consumers with common needs or characteristics. Five 
major categories of buyer characteristics provide the 
bases for market segmentation. They include geographic 
factors, demographic factors, psychographic factors, 
benefits sought, and hybrid demographic/psychographic 
factors (Schiffman & Kanuk, 1997). 
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Market segmentation is based on the premise that 
consumers behave differently relative to the 
characteristics on which they are segmented. Men behave 
differently as consumers than women; young adults behave 
differently than senior citizens. 
The Stimulus-Response Model of Consumer Behavior 
The Stimulus-Response Model of Consumer Behavior 
(Figure 1) is a theoretical model that explains consumer¬ 
buying decisions as by-products of interactions between 
external environmental stimuli and the internal 
characteristics of a buyer. The model metaphorically 
explains consumer choice as an interaction between 
external stimuli and the consumer's internal 
characteristics that takes place within the consumer's 
"black box." The interaction yields an observable 
response: a buying decision (Kotler & Armstrong, 1997). 
Figure 1. The Stimulus-Response Model of Consumer 
Behavior 
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The Stimulus—Response Model of Consumer Behavior is a 
simple model that can be applied to virtually any consumer 
decision-making process including college-choice. In a 
college-choice adaptation, external stimuli include the 
institutionally controlled marketing vehicles designed to 
recruit students such as viewbooks, campus tours, and Web 
sites. In these, colleges and universities hone their 
image by touting their institutional attributes (Wanat & 
Bowles, 1992). In many cases, an institution's marketing 
materials represent a significant investment of resources. 
As a result of an in-depth study of its institutional 
image among various constituencies. The University of 
Rhode Island retooled its entire recruitment-materials 
package to more strongly emphasize academic quality and 
student achievement (Beagle, McCauley & Thompson, 1998). 
External stimuli also include factors not directly 
controlled by an institution. The list includes personal 
influences on students, such as parents and friends. 
Parents are generally considered the strongest among these 
influences in the college-choice process (Boyer 1987; 
Johnson, Stewart & Eberly, 1991; Martin & Dixon, 1991; 
McGinty 1992; Wanat & Bowles, 1992). Other contributors 
to the decision-making include high-school counselors, 
peers, and an institution's alumni (Heath 1993; Johnston, 
10 
Stewart, & Eberly, 1991; Wanat & Bowles 1992; Moore, 
Studenmund & Slobko, 1991). 
Not all institutionally uncontrollable external 
stimuli are personal in nature. Non-personal external 
stimuli affecting college choice include college ratings 
by news magazines or news coverage of an institution by 
the media. 
Like most consumers, college and university prospects 
can be profiled by a number of market-segmentation 
characteristics. Shank and Beasley (1995) chose to 
profile students by sex in their college-choice study. 
They looked at differences between men and women relative 
to the institutional attributes that mattered most to them 
in the college-choice process. Hurtado, Inkelas, Briggs 
and Rhee (1997) profiled students by ethnicity. 
Broekemier (1998) made distinctions between the needs of 
traditional and non-traditional students as defined by 
age. 
Statement of the Problem 
The importance of the college-choice decision-making 
process has spurred a considerable amount of research by 
both academicians and higher-education administrators. 
The Federal Government has also become involved in 
11 
college-choice research. The National Center for 
Educational statistics examined institutional attributes 
as they relate to college choice including cost, distance 
from home, availability of financial aid, and 
institutional selectivity, and the importance of these 
attributes to student populations defined by sex, race- 
ethnicity, parent-education attainment, income, religion, 
and academic ability (Choy & Ottinger, 1998). 
However, there is no research in the literature that 
compares the effectiveness of the student-recruitment 
marketing efforts controlled by an institution to the 
factors that impact college choice over which an 
institution has little or no control. This represents a 
significant research void. An environmental scanning 
process in which controllable variables are weighed 
against non-controllable environmental variables is 
fundamental to the consumer-products marketing process. 
If the marketing principles used in industry are to be 
consistently applied to higher education, then such an 
analysis becomes necessary. Wellman (1987) notes a 
fundamental flaw in failing to comply to conventional 
marketing standards when applying them to higher 
education. 
12 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine whether 
marketer-controlled factors have a greater impact on the 
college-choice decisions of freshman at UMass Amherst than 
factors uncontrollable by the institution. The research 
examined these factors relative to student demographic 
characteristics. Concurrently, the study looked at the 
importance of institutional attributes in the college- 
choice process relative to student demographic 
characteristics. 
The research questions that guided this study were: 
1. Do non-controllable environmental factors have a 
greater impact on college choice than the elements of 
the institution's student-recruitment marketing 
strategy? 
2. Does the impact of these factors on college choice 
differ by student demographic characteristics? 
3. What are the institutional attributes that have the 
greatest impact on college choice? 
4. Does the importance of these factors on college 
choice vary by student demographic characteristics? 
13 
Significance of the Study 
The study is significant because of its insight into 
the importance of marketing and non-marketing factors on 
college-choice. The findings set the stage for rethinking 
student-recruitment strategies based on the effectiveness 
of specific student-recruitment vehicles. The findings 
also stimulate thought relative to the use of demographic- 
specific student-recruitment vehicles as part of an 
institution's student-recruitment strategy. This 
contrasts the "one size fits all" strategy currently in 
place at most institutions. 
The study was conducted at the University of 
Massachusetts Amherst, the flagship institution of the 
Massachusetts public higher-education system. The sample 
was drawn from students enrolled in the University's 
freshman writing course. The sample was a convenience 
sample easily accessible to the researcher and over which 
the researcher had considerable control in terms of data 
collection. 
Approximately 18,200 undergraduates are enrolled in 
more than 90 degree programs at UMass Amherst (University 
of Massachusetts, 2000). The University has been 
aggressive in its drive to raise its public perception and 
the quality of its applicants. Marketing efforts include 
14 
a media campaign with testimonials from some of the 
University's most prestigious and recognized alumni, and 
publications touting the University's selling points (A 
new logo . . . 1998). 
% 
Definitions of Terms 
The following list of terms will enhance the reader's 
understanding of the following literature, review: 
• College choice - the decision to attend one college 
or university over another. 
• Institutional attributes - the characteristics of a 
college or a university that are appealing to 
applicants. These include an institution's academic 
reputation, choice of majors, location, and price. 
• Student demographic characteristics - measurable 
characteristics such as age, sex, and income. 
• Marketing Factor (Marketing Variable) - an element of 
a college or university's marketing strategy for 
recruiting students controllable by the institution. 
The list includes viewbooks, catalogs, open houses, 
and Websites. Also called "marketer-controlled 
variable" and "institutionally controlled marketing 
factor." 
15 
• Non-Marketing Factor (Non-Marketing Variable) - 
factors impacting college choice that are not 
directly controllable by an institution. The list 
includes parents, friends, alumni, and news coverage 
of the institution. 
Limitations of the Study 
There are two major limitations of this study. The 
first is that the results cannot be generalized to other 
colleges or universities in that the data have been 
gathered at a single institution. The other limitation is 
more obscure in that it involves the indirect influence of 
student-recruitment materials on parents. The study 
proposes that student-recruitment materials are marketer- 
controlled factors that impact a student's college-choice 
decision, and that parents are external environmental 
factors impacting college choice but uncontrollable as an 
influence. However student-recruitment materials may 
impact parents' impressions of an institution. Parents in 
turn impact college-choice decisions. Some might argue 
that parents might then be considered a "marketer- 
controlled" factor on college choice. 
16 
Organization 
The remainder of this dissertation is organized into 
four additional chapters. Chapter 2 is a literature 
review of prior research on factors affecting college 
choice. Chapter 3 explains the methodology used in the 
research including a detailed description of the sample 
and the survey instrument. Chapter 4 presents statistical 
findings in both tabulated and narrative form. Chapter 5 
is a discussion section that includes a commentary on the 
recruitment strategy used at UMass Amherst. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The following is a review of the college-choice 
literature as it relates to the Stimulus-Response Model of 
Consumer Behavior. The review is divided into four 
topical sections. The first section includes research on 
the effectiveness of marketer-controlled recruitment tools 
on college choice. The second section includes research 
on the influence of non-marketer controlled factors in the 
college-choice process. The third section includes 
research on student characteristics as they relate to 
college choice. The last section includes research on the 
institutional attributes that attract students to a 
college or university. Though most of the cited research 
focuses exclusively on one topical area, some of the 
research crosses multiple areas. 
Marketer-Controlled Recruitment Factors Affecting 
College Choice 
The literature is rich with studies that examine the 
effectiveness of marketer-controlled vehicles in the 
college-choice process. As far back as 1976, Gorman 
studied a random sample of freshmen at the University of 
Tennessee at Martin (n=200). She found that personal 
18 
contacts with the institution, such as campus visits and 
interactions with currently enrolled students, were highly 
influential in the college-choice process. 
In his seminal work on the status of higher education 
in the United States (The Undergraduate Experience), Boyer 
(1987) stated that 57 percent of college-bound seniors 
visit at least one campus in their college search, and 
that 25 percent visit three or more. He further noted 
that campus tours are more about social life than 
acadmemics, and that the friendliness of student guides is 
what most influences potential students (Boyer, 1987, pp. 
15-17). The work of Kealy and Rochel (1987) also cited 
the campus visit as a strongly influential college-choice 
factor at all types of academic institutions. 
In 1989, Matthay reinforced the importance of 
personal contacts in the college-recruitment process. She 
surveyed 181 freshmen at six different types of colleges 
in Connecticut and found that for all students, the campus 
visit was the single most important factor in college 
choice. The college types included categories such as 
public four-year, public two-year, and private four-year. 
Hayes (1989) determined the point at which various 
influencers of choice began to take affect. He conducted 
19 
focus-group interviews of college-bound high-school 
seniors and found that an institution's current and past 
students were often initial sources of information about a 
college, and that parents and college publications 
followed in that order. The respondents ranked the 
college visit as highly influential in their college- 
choice decision after their choice set had been narrowed 
to a few prospects. They said that their decision was 
based on their perception as to how well they would fit in 
at the institution. In almost all cases, the respondents 
cited the enthusiasm, friendliness, and personal attention 
from admissions officers, faculty and students as 
influential factors. 
Subsequent research by Pagano and Terkla (1991) 
reinforced these findings. They conducted a study to 
determine why students who initially showed an interest in 
Tufts University chose not to apply. They mailed surveys 
to 5,000 applicants who were asked to indicate their 
degree of satisfaction with twelve institutional contacts 
including telephone calls from the Admissions Office, to 
information in recruitment mailings and a video. The 
researchers found that personal institutional contacts, 
such as campus visits, were more likely to have a positive 
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influence on a student's impression of the institution 
than nonpersonal contacts such as mailings. 
In 1993, Theus concluded that interpersonal contacts 
with an institution, such as visits to campus and 
conversations with students, were very important in terms 
of their influence on an applicant's perception of an 
institution. Her qualitative research involving focus 
groups of high-ranking officers of colleges and 
universities also showed that referrals by trusted 
sources, such as families of current or former students, 
are also influential. 
In 1995, Yost and Tucker reinforced the earlier 
findings of Hayes (1989) relative to the point at which 
personal contacts were most influential in the college- 
choice decision-making process. They surveyed 900 people 
who visited a private college in Texas and found that the 
campus visit was most influential at the third stage of a 
decision-making process that they defined in three 
sequential stages: deciding where to apply, weighing the 
alternatives, and sending in a deposit. 
Most recently, Henley and Rogers (1997) surveyed 100 
freshmen at Loyola University (New Orleans) to determine 
the institution's most effective college-recruitment 
activities. They found that personal interactions, such 
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as campus visits and high-school visits by college- 
admissions counselors, were most effective. 
Other studies examined the effectiveness of college- 
recruitment literature. A 1985 Carnegie Foundation Survey 
of the Transition of High School to College, ranked 
recruitment literature second behind campus visits as the 
most important source of information for potential 
students (Carnegie, 1986).. The work of Kealy and Rockel 
(1987) reinforces this notion. They found that a 
student's perception of a college is strongly influenced 
by its published material, and that the influence was 
linked to the prestige of an institution. Straus and Van 
De Water (1997) found that literature from private 
institutions was consistently rated higher than 
communications from state-supported institutions. 
Some researchers have looked at the visual qualities 
of published recruitment material. In 1987, Sevier 
surveyed 471 freshmen at selective liberal-arts colleges 
in the Northeast and Midwest. He found that college 
publications were critically important as recruitment 
vehicles, but that they were rarely read if they were not 
visually appealing. He noted that respondents liked 
viewbooks with large, color photos, and that they 
perceived colleges using such photos as prestigious. The 
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respondents said that they valued detailed campus and 
regional maps and student testimonials. 
Boyer (1987) questioned the informational quality of 
published recruitment material. He cited the fact that 40 
percent of college-bound seniors that were surveyed felt 
that college publications fail to tell the reader what is 
really important about an institution, and that 40 percent 
doubted the accuracy of the publications (Boyer, 1987, p. 
15). Cantebury (1989) was equally critical. He analyzed 
123 recruitment pieces that his daughter received from 
campuses across the United States. He found that the 
materials were generally inadequate in terms of providing 
the type of information needed to make an informed 
college-choice decision. 
In 1994, Anderson analyzed published recruitment 
material from four universities. He rated the materials 
based on how well they addressed the topics of academic 
quality and pricing, and the photographic images that were 
portrayed. He found that pricing information was often in 
small print in the back of the materials, and that fees 
and tuition were bundled as a total cost making it 
impossible to determine per-credit-hour cost. Three of 
the four universities showed photographs of a class being 
held outside on a sunny day "leading the reader to believe 
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that this was a common occurrence" (Anderson, 1994, p. 
36) . 
Armstrong and Lumsden (1999) used focus-group 
interviews to study the quality of the published 
recruitment materials of a large metropolitan university 
in the South. The participants were critical of graphic 
design and content, claiming that they did not see 
themselves as aptly depicted in photos that were out-of- 
date and an inaccurate reflection of college life. They 
found that publications distributed by colleges are 
unlikely to dramatically alter individuals' attitudes 
toward an institution, but that the materials can play an 
important role in clarifying and confirming these 
perceptions. 
Other researchers have studied the use of published 
recruitment materials in the college-choice process. 
Rosen and Greenlee (1995) interviewed 17 high-school 
seniors relative to how intently they reviewed college- 
recruitment material. The researchers found that the 
average amount of time spent reading the material was more 
than 10 minutes, but that the time decreased to about two 
minutes for unsolicited material. The researchers 
recommended that colleges develop both solicited and 
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unsolicited recruitment materials, the latter designed to 
grab the reader's attention in less time than the former. 
Rosen and Greenlee (1995) found that students read 
information on majors, location, and facilities, and that 
unsolicited materials create a negative impact on college 
choice. It should be noted that this study sets itself 
apart from other cited studies that are typically based on 
recall data. 
In a later work, Rosen, Curran and Greenlee (1996) 
examined college choice as a stage-by-stage decision¬ 
making process. They asked 20 high-school students to 
keep a diary in which they chronicled the narrowing down 
of their choice set of colleges beginning with the point 
at which they requested information from an institution, 
to the point at which they made a decision to attend. 
They found that the effectiveness of published recruitment 
materials differs relative to the particular stage in the 
decision-making process. They found that printed 
materials were the most important influencers in the early 
stages of the decision-making process, but that personal 
contacts with the institution became the most important 
influencers in later stages. 
Rosen, Curran, and Greenlee (1998) also studied the 
effectiveness of recruitment tools from an institutional 
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perspective. They surveyed 480 college administrators 
responsible for student recruiting asking them to select 
five of 26 recruitment tools that they felt were most 
effective, and then to allocate 100 points among the five 
giving the most effective tools the largest number of 
points. More than 50 percent of the respondents included 
campus tours among the five most effective recruiting tool 
giving a mean score of 25. However, the recruiting tools 
given the highest mean score was the college catalog 
selected by only 28 percent of the respondents. The 
respondents were asked if their institution's recruitment 
materials were ever formally evaluated for effectiveness 
to determine if the respondents' evaluations were 
anecdotal or based on hard data. Only 25 percent of the 
respondents indicated that their recruitment materials 
were ever formally assessed. 
In the same study, Rosen, Curren and Greenlee (1998) 
compared enrollment trends to student-recruitment 
activities and found no relationship between the two. 
That is, recruitment activities at institutions with 
increasing enrollments were likely to be the same as 
recruitment activities at institutions with declining 
enrollments. They found that recruitment objectives at 
institutions with increasing enrollments were more likely 
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to be quality-oriented than quantity-oriented. That is, 
the enrollment objective at institutions with increasing 
enrollments more often focused on increasing student 
quality and not just filling seats. The researchers also 
found that the responding private institutions were more 
likely to report enrollment increases than public 
institutions, and were more likely to employ personal- 
contact recruitment activities such as phone calls and 
personal letters. 
Some research has provided insight into the 
effectiveness of paid advertising as a marketer-controlled 
recruitment strategy. In 1988, Kellaris and Kellaris 
surveyed 188 freshmen at a religious-affiliated college in 
the South. They found that campus visits and mailings 
were perceived as the most effective recruitment vehicles, 
and that magazine and radio advertising was perceived as 
least effective. 
In the same year, Strayer (1988) examined the role of 
mass communication in the college-selection process. He 
interviewed 30 seniors in 10 Nebraska high schools and 
found that the media did not play an important role in 
college choice. He found that students generally received 
little information about colleges through radio, 
television or newspapers, and that those who did recall 
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specific media content did not consider this a significant 
source of information when weighing their college-choice 
options. Among those who recalled news-media coverage, 
athletics-related content was most commonly reported. 
Straus and Van De Water (1997) found that many of the most 
influential information sources are outside the direct 
control of the institutions. The researchers emphasized 
the importance of creating communications in sync with the 
needs and values of prospective student populations. 
Theus (1993) determined that news coverage of an 
institution was more influential on college choice than 
paid advertising. She found that paid advertising had 
little impact on students during the time that they are 
actively deciding on a college to attend. She noted that 
this does not mean that colleges should slash their 
advertising budgets in that a predisposition toward an 
institution develops gradually over a long period of time, 
and is the result of complex chains of events and 
relationships. Individuals often have difficulty'in 
accounting for images they hold, and because of this, it 
is difficult to determine with any precision the role that 
advertising plays in image development. 
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Annual Ratings 
Much has been said about the impact of the annual 
ratings of colleges and universities published by news 
magazines such as the U.S. News and World Report. Henley 
and Rogers (1987) determined that these ratings were 
ineffective as recruitment tools. Theus (1993) found that 
such rankings are indicators of trajectory and popularity, 
but that are rarely influential in spite .of the fact that 
when new schools are listed, they experience a flood of 
applications from new parts of the country. Other 
research suggests that the guidebooks have a minimal 
effect on college choice (Hossler & Foley, 1995), but that 
the Internet is becoming an increasingly popular tool for 
recruiting new students (Brown 1996). 
Non-Controllable Factors Affecting College Choice 
Non-controllable factors relating to college choice 
include personal influences such as parents, friends and 
guidance counselors, and non-personal influences, such as 
news-media coverage. Though studies on the impact of non¬ 
personal influences on college choice are virtually non¬ 
existent in the literature, considerable research has been 
conducted on the impact of personal influences on college 
choice. 
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Gorman (1974) found that family, friends, and former 
students ranked one, two and three as the most important 
sources of personal influence in the decision to attend 
the University of Tennessee, markedly ahead of high-school 
counselors, high-school teachers, and college recruiters. 
Matthay (1989) found that parents and high-school 
guidance counselors were strongly influential college- 
choice resources. However, she found that high-school 
counselors had more influence on students attending four- 
year private colleges than two-year community colleges. 
Contrary to the findings of Matthay, Hayes (1989) found 
that guidance counselors were ranked lowest in terms of 
influence and perceived more as gatekeepers of information 
than as influencers. That is, if a student expressed an 
interest in attending a small liberal-arts college with an 
art major, the guidance counselor was helpful in making 
information available to the student but was not 
influential in helping the student decide which college to 
attend. 
Rosen, Curran and Greenlee (1996) found that guidance 
counselors were important influencers in the early stages 
of the decision-making process, and that parents become 
the most important factors in the later stages. They 
noted that only 26 percent of the institutions 
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participating in the study reported that parents were part 
of their recruitment strategy. Broekmeier and Seshadri 
(1999) also found that parents were clearly the most 
influential people in the college-choice decision, while 
counselors and teachers had relatively little influence. 
Schuster, Constantino and Klein (1988) surveyed 541 
students in the College of Agriculture and Life Science at 
a large Land Grant institution. They found that parents 
were strongly influential in the college-choice process, 
but that college choice is driven more by the student's 
intended career. In 1995, Rosen and Greenlee supported 
the finding that parents are highly influential in the 
college-choice process. 
In 1990, Clinton surveyed 207 college freshmen who 
were accepted at Southeast Missouri State University but 
attended another college. He found that peers and parents 
played major roles in the final college choice. Choy and 
Ottinger (1998) found that few students saw their parents 
or school personnel as strongly influential in their 
final-choice decision, a finding at odds with previous 
research. However, the researchers explained this 
discrepancy by noting that, though parents and school 
personnel are instrumental in determining a student's 
31 
choice set of colleges, they are often less instrumental 
in helping students make a final choice. 
Student Characteristics and College Choice 
Much of the college-choice literature is devoted to 
the study of student characteristics as they relate to 
college choice. Hayes, Walker and Trebbi (1995) found 
that women rated safety, diversity, and a variety of 
academic offerings significantly higher in importance than 
men. Men were more likely to rate quality varsity and 
intramural athletics significantly higher than women. In 
general, men were less interested than women in the 
academic aspects of their educational experience. These 
findings were consistent with the work of Hayes (1989) who 
also found that women attached significantly more 
importance to campus safety, student diversity, and 
program offerings than men. 
Shank and Beasley (1998) studied the effect of sex on 
college choice and found that male and female students 
differ in terms of the importance that they place on 
institutional attributes. They surveyed 183 under¬ 
graduates (83 males and 100 females) at Northern Kentucky 
University and found that women were more likely to 
believe that a safe campus, a diverse student population. 
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a favorable student-teacher ratio, a wide variety of 
course offerings, and a college located close to home are 
important characteristics. Men on the other hand were 
more likely to view a prominent athletic program as an 
important characteristic of a college. 
Sekely and Yates (1991) surveyed three groups of 
students who made inquiries about a mid-size private 
institution: those who inquired about the institution but 
never applied; those who inquired, applied, were accepted, 
but went elsewhere; and those who inquired, were accepted, 
and paid a deposit. They found that, across all groups, 
men were more interested in the academic environment and 
the general location of the campus. However, women were 
more concerned about specific majors, social life, cost, 
and financial aid. 
Broekmeier and Seshadri (1999) surveyed 395 students 
in ten high schools in a Midwestern state, and 380 
parents. They found that female high-school students were 
more concerned with academic reputation or education- 
specific issues than were their male counterparts. Safety 
was also of greater concern to female respondents. 
Conversely, males reported that non-academic factors, such 
as social life and athletic programs, were more important 
to them than to females. To parents, available programs 
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of study, safety, cost, advantages academic reputation, 
and facility quality were the most important criteria. 
Shank and Beasley (1995) looked at the differences 
between traditional and nontraditional students relative 
to institutional attributes as college-choice criteria. 
They surveyed a convenience sample of 174 undergraduate 
students from a large Midwestern university using a campus 
intercept. They found that non-traditional students 
placed greater emphasis on academic quality, a variety of 
majors, and student-teacher ratio. They found that 
traditional students placed greater emphasis on socially 
linked attributes such as social life and extracurricular 
activities. 
Broekemier (1998) also looked at differences between 
traditional and non-traditional students relative to the 
informational sources that they used to choose a college. 
His findings were similar to those of Shank and Beasley. 
He found that the five most important choice factors for 
nontraditional students were the availability of a 
specific major, convenient class schedules, location, 
cost, and faculty reputation. Broekmier found that social 
life and housing were ranked unimportant. He compared the 
results of this study to his previous research with 
Seshadri (1998) and to the work of Coccari and Javalgi 
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(1995). Both pairs of researchers consistently found that 
the most important college-choice criteria for traditional 
college-age students were programs of study, cost, 
financial aid, after-graduation job placement, facilities, 
and faculty reputation. 
In a related study, Dehne and Brodigan (1998) found 
that commuter students care more about majors and less 
about services than residential students. They also found 
that fraternities and sororities are more attractive as 
recruitment enticements in state institutions than in 
private. They relate this finding to the fact that Greek 
organizations are most attractive to white middle- to 
upper-income males, a group highly represented at state 
institutions. 
Antes (1997) looked at college choice from the 
perspective of five demographic groups that he identified 
at the University of Massachusetts Dartmouth: local 
yokels, boarding-school brats, State-U. stellars, the 
socially secured, and the academically entrenched. The 
two clusters with the highest percentage of students, the 
local yokels and the academically entrenched, indicated 
UMD as their first choice. They did not perform an 
intensive college search and applied to only a limited 
number of schools. The researcher deduced that college 
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choice is almost predetermined for these two groups of 
local students and that using the current student body as 
recruitment ambassadors is a worthwhile recruitment 
endeavor. The researcher also suggested local advertising 
that stresses location, convenience, flexibility, and 
value as college attributes. The individuals in the 
remaining clusters, while all very different in profile, 
had one thing in common:. they were less likely to 
indicate that UMD was their first choice. Antes suggested 
that messages to these students should relate to the 
breadth of the college experience at UMD, student 
activities and affordability. 
Hurtado, Inkelas, Briggs and Rhee (1997) looked at 
college choice among racial and ethnic groups within a 
sample of 7,900 first-time post-secondary students 
surveyed by a computer-assisted telephone interview. The 
researchers found that socioeconomic characteristics 
influence the number of higher-education choices available 
to students. This was particularly true of white students 
where both family income and father's education exert 
significant influence on the number of college 
applications a student submits. They found that a high 
proportion of Latino students applied to only one college 
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(75 percent). The number dropped to 44 percent for Asian 
American students. 
Choy and Ottinger (1998) looked at differences among 
applicants relative to the educational achievements of 
their parents. They found that applicants whose parents 
had attained advanced degrees were more likely than 
students with parents who attained only a high-school 
diploma to cite academic reputation as their prime 
college-choice criterion. The researchers also found 
significant differences among groups of respondents 
categorized by SAT scores. They found that students with 
high SAT (1200 or higher) and ACT (25 or higher) scores 
were more likely to cite an institution's academic 
reputation as a reason for choosing it than students with 
low SAT (less than 900) or ACT scores (less than 19). 
They found that students with a family income of $70,000 
or more were more likely to cite academic reputation as a 
choice criterion than students with a family income less 
than $30,000. 
Choy and Ottinger (1998) also looked at differences 
between private- and public-institution respondents and 
their college-choice criteria. The researchers found that 
private-institution respondents were more likely than 
public-institution respondents to cite academic reputation 
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as their most important college-choice factor. They also 
found that location was a more important choice criterion 
for public-college students than for private-college 
students, and that students from families with incomes of 
$70,000 or higher were less likely to want to be close to 
home. 
Choy and Ottinger (1998) also found that students 
attending public colleges mentioned price-related reasons 
more often than students attending private institutions, 
and that students at both types of institutions had 
different price considerations. Students at public 
institutions were likely to give a general reason - some 
version of the price of attending was less - as a reason. 
In contrast, students at private institutions were more 
likely to cite financial aid as a decision-driving factor. 
They found that at least eight out of ten students in both 
public and private institutions were satisfied with the 
academic prestige of their institution, ethnic diversity, 
student-teacher ratio, the quality of instruction, and 
social life. 
Richardson and Stacey (1993) also looked at 
differences between public- and private-institution 
students in terms of college-choice criteria. They 
surveyed 213 students accepted into business-degree 
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programs at three private colleges and a large public 
university in the Southwest. They found that financial 
aid was a more important choice factor for private- 
institution respondents than public but found no 
significant differences between the two groups for factors 
relating to reputation of the faculty, placement of 
graduates, and physical facilities. Both groups of 
respondents felt that departmental and institutional 
literature were the most influential factors affecting 
their college choice. 
Bingham, Quigley, Murray and Notarantonio (1998) 
looked at differences between parents and students in 
terms of college-choice criteria. They found that 
housing, the availability of technological resources and 
equipment, safety and security, class size, and school 
size are considered significantly more important by 
parents than students. The researchers' findings indicate 
that parents tend to take a long-term view of the college- 
choice process while students tend to focus on the short 
term. Parents look at overall reputation, technology and 
the experience of college life, which tend to have a long- 
lasting influence. Students focus on specific programs, 
internship opportunities, and career placement as 
important factors. 
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Wallman (1987) attempted to develop a strategy for 
predicting enrollments based on student demographic 
segments at Columbus College in Columbus, Georgia. He 
surveyed college-bound students and found that the 
respondents could be segmented into distinct markets based 
on benefits sought, their perception of the institution, 
and psychographic characteristics. He determined that 
students should not be segmented according to demographic 
characteristics. His findings suggest that college should 
develop promotional strategies that respond to the needs, 
perceptions, and interests of potential students. 
Institutional Attributes and College Choice 
Institutional attributes are critically important in 
attracting students to higher-educational institutions. 
Gorman (1974) found that location and/or size is the 
dominant patronage motive. Reputation for high quality 
education was second. Social climate ranked lowest. 
Chapman (1979) found that students aspire to attend 
academically prestigious institutions, but that price and 
the availability of financial aid are definite influencers 
on college choice especially among students from low- 
income families. Huneycutt, Lewis and Wibker (1990) found 
40 
that curriculum desired, cost, closeness to home, and 
academic standards were important criteria. 
Chapman (1993a) conducted one of the most extensive 
studies of the college-choice process with a meta-analysis 
of the results of 80 college-choice surveys with more than 
55,000 respondents. The findings were consistent with 
previous research (Manski & Wise, 1983) indicating that 
quality of faculty, quality of majors, and overall 
academic reputation were the institutional attributes most 
important to college applicants. Chapman (1993b) also 
found that the availability of religious activities and 
athletic participation were weighted as the least 
important college-choice attributes. 
Shank and Beasley (1993) found that the most 
important attributes in the college-selection process are 
cost, quality of faculty, quality of majors of interest, 
variety of courses offered, and location. Theus (1993) 
concluded that, while institutional attributes vary in 
terms of their influence on individual perceivers, their 
importance as influencers is generally consistent across 
all groups. She went on to note that these attributes may 
be influenced by differing cultural expectations, such as 
the perception that public colleges in the West and 
Midwest may assume that public institutions have 
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superlative prestige and value, whereas in the East, 
private institutions overshadow public institutions in 
terms of stature. 
Coccari and Javalgi (1995) found that quality of 
faculty, degree programs, cost, variety of offerings, and 
classroom instruction had the highest average importance 
ratings of the 20 attributes investigated. Campus safety, 
handicap facilities, health services, computer labs, and 
the library had the lowest importance ratings for their 
sample. In addition, significant differences in attribute 
importance across races and major were found, although no 
significant sex differences were reported. 
Canale and Dunlap (1996) conducted a study involving 
543 high-school seniors and juniors over the two-year 
period during which they evaluated the relative importance 
of certain college characteristics in choosing a 
prospective college. . The researchers found that 
"excellent teachers" and "areas of study" ranked 
significantly higher in importance than nine of the 
college characteristics. Academic reputation, cost and 
teacher availability were also important, while being 
within commuting distance, size of student population, 
sports/extracurricular programs, teachers with diverse 
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backgrounds, and professors well-known in their field were 
less important. 
Straus and Van De Water (1997) analyzed data from 
hundreds of surveys of college-bound high-school seniors 
to determine the relative importance of institutional 
attributes as they relate to college choice. They found 
quality of academics and availability of financial aid to 
be among the characteristics most valued.by students. 
In another comprehensive study, Choy and Ottinger 
(1998) conducted an analysis of data from the 1995-96 
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study. They examined 
the relative importance of institutional attributes, such 
as academic reputation, location and price, as college- 
choice factors for first-time college students. They 
found that price was a major college-choice consideration 
and that a majority of students gave at least one 
location-related reason as a basis for choosing an 
institution. The most frequently cited reason was being 
close to home. In general, the researchers found that 
respondents experienced a high level of satisfaction 
relative to their choice. 
Bingham, Quigley, Murray and Notarantonio (1998) 
conducted two focus groups and a national survey of 
college-bound students and their parents to study college 
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choice. They found that academic quality and academic 
programs were most often identified as "extremely 
important" or "very important" factors in the college- 
choice process. These factors were followed in importance 
by security and safety, career placement, faculty 
credentials, and internship opportunities. At the other 
extreme, they found that sports and other extracurricular 
activities were judged to be least important. 
These recent findings are consistent with the results 
of earlier investigations. In 1989, Hayes conducted a 
series of 12 focus groups composed of high-school guidance 
counselors and high-school juniors and seniors and their 
parents to determine the factors most influential in 
college choice. He found that academic reputation was the 
most important college attribute. In 1985, Discenza, 
Ferguson and Wisner surveyed 1,020 high-school seniors 
from 23 schools in Southeastern Colorado. They found that 
academic reputation, the availability of a specific 
program, cost, location, and social environment were the 
institutional attributes most important in selecting a 
college. They also found that campus size and facilities 
were the least important choice criteria. Dehne and 
Brodigan (1998) reinforced this latter finding. They 
conducted an extensive study analyzing data from more than 
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7,000 college-bound high-school seniors. The researchers 
found that small size is not an important institutional 
characteristic for many students. 
Other researchers have looked at the attributes of a 
specific institution. Gorman (1976) surveyed 200 freshmen 
at the University of Tennessee at Martin. He found that a 
reputation for high-quality education was the dominant 
reason that respondents chose to attend UTM. In 1988, 
Schuster, Costantino and Klein surveyed 541 students in 
the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at a large 
land-grant institution relative to choice of college and 
choice of major. The researchers found that academic 
reputation, cost, and location were the institutional 
attributes rated most important by respondents in choosing 
a college. Job opportunity was the most often cited 
reason for a student's choice of major. 
Broekmeier and Seshadri (1999) found that parents 
felt that programs of study, safety, cost, academic 
reputation, and facility quality are the most important 
criteria. More recently Petr and Wendel (1998) examined 
the institutional attributes that attract out-of-state 
students to the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. They 
asked questions pertaining to the availability of academic 
programs and the attractiveness of the campus. They found 
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that the availability of scholarships, affordable cost, 
and interest in a specific academic program are the major 
reasons that out-of-state students attend University of 
Nebraska-Lincoln. 
First Choice and Final Choice 
Boatwright, Ouimet, and Middleton (1999) studied 
college choice relative to a choice set, a consumer- 
behavior concept term first applied to college choice by 
Jackson (1982). Jackson defines a "choice set" as a group 
of institutions to which students actually apply, and a 
"choice" as the college or university that a student 
actually attends. In this case, the researchers defined 
the choice set as the institutions (n=3) to which students 
requested that their SAT scores be sent. The goal of this 
study was to identify links between the choice set and the 
choice. The researchers hoped to demonstrate how entrance 
exam databases might be used by colleges/universities to 
accurately identify which students will attend their 
institutions within a limited margin of error and without 
using an abundance of resources. Of 105,449 students 
involved in the study, 69 percent attended their first- 
choice college, 15 percent their second choice, and eight 
percent their third choice. 
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The researchers found interesting demographic 
results. Native Americans (71.8%) and Mexican Americans 
(70.1%) were more likely to attend their high-choice 
colleges than Black students who attended their high- 
choice colleges only 60.1 percent of the time. 
Approximately the same percentage of females (69.7%) and 
males (68%) attended their high-choice colleges. 
Approximately 70 percent of students who reported a low 
family income level attended their high-choice college. 
As family income level increased from low to high, the 
percentage of students who attended their first-choice 
college decreased from 70.1 percent for low family income 
to 67.5 percent for high family income. Students from 
low-income households were slightly more likely to attend 
their first-choice college (47.8%) than students from 
high-income households. They found that 69 percent of all 
students attend colleges to which they submitted college 
entrance exam scores for admissions consideration. This 
finding supports a figure reported in the Chronicle of 
Higher Education in 1996. 
Summary 
The college-choice decision-making process has 
spurred a considerable amount of research by not only by 
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academicians, but by higher-education administrators and 
the Federal Government as well. This literature review is 
a representative sampling of the vast amount of research 
that has been conducted on the topics of college choice, 
student recruitment, and the use of marketing strategies 
in higher education. An effort was made to include a 
cross section of studies involving a diverse group of 
institutions, research methods, and research objectives 
(see Appendix A). 
However, there is no research in the literature that 
compares the effectiveness of the student-recruitment 
marketing efforts controlled by an institution to the 
factors that impact college choice over which an 
institution has little or no control. This represents a 
significant research void. An environmental scanning 
process in which controllable variables are weighed 
against non-controllable environmental variables is 
fundamental to the consumer-products marketing process 
(Kotler, 1991). If the marketing principles used in 
industry are to be consistently applied to higher 
education, then such an analysis becomes necessary. 
This literature review serves as the foundation for 
the research that is outlined in Chapter 3. The data 
gathered in the research was based on a survey designed to 
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parallel the research cited in this review (see Appendices 
B, C, and D). One portion of the survey dealt with the 
importance of marketer-controlled factors on college 
choice. Another section of the survey measured the 
influence of non-controllable factors and college choice. 
A third part of the survey involved the importance of 
institutional attributes on college choice. The 
relationship between these factors and student 
demographics are also part of the research. In Chapter 5, 
the results of the present research are compared to the 
results of prior research as a means of validation. 
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CHAPTER 3 
DESIGN AND METHOD 
The purpose of this study was to determine whether 
marketer-controlled factors have a greater impact on 
college choice than factors uncontrollable by the 
institution. The study examined the influence of 
marketer-controlled factors and environmental factors 
uncontrollable by the institution relative to their impact 
on college choice, and their relationship to student 
demographic characteristics. Concurrently, the study 
looked at the importance of institutional attributes in 
the college-choice process relative to student demographic 
characteristics. 
The following research questions guided this study: 
1. Do non-controllable environmental factors have a 
greater impact on college choice than the elements of 
an institution's student-recruitment marketing 
strategy? 
2. Does the impact of these factors on college choice 
differ by student demographic characteristics? 
3. What are the institutional attributes that have the 
greatest impact on college choice? 
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4. Does the importance of these factors on college 
choice vary by student demographic characteristics? 
The Survey Instrument 
A Likert scale was used to structure survey 
statements and questions pertaining to factors that 
influenced the respondent's decision to attend UMass 
Amherst. The survey (Appendix E) was divided into eight 
sections that appeared as sequentially numbered questions 
with multiple sub-questions. In the first section, 
respondents were asked to rate the influence of media 
advertising and news coverage on their decision to attend 
UMass Amherst. They were provided a Likert scale of one 
to five in which one was "not influential," two was 
"somewhat influential," three was "moderately 
influential," four was "very influential," and five was 
"not applicable." The left-to-right, high-to-low design of 
the scale permitted using the data as continuous data in 
statistical analyses. 
Respondents were asked to evaluate the influence of 
television and radio ads that featured as spokespeople 
some of the University's best-known and most prestigious 
alums. To facilitate recall, specific reference was made 
to Jack Welch, CEO (now former CEO) of General Electric, 
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and Rick Pitino, former head coach of the Boston Celtics. 
Respondents were also asked to evaluate the influence of 
news coverage on their decision to attend UMass Amherst. 
In the second section, respondents were asked to rate 
the influence of factors non-controllable by the 
University on their decision to attend UMass Amherst. In 
essence, the factors were a list of people who were not 
University employees, whom previous research indicated as 
having impact on college choice. The list included 
"father," "mother," "high-school guidance counselor," 
"high-school teachers," "friends," "current UMass 
students," "UMass alums," and "other." Again, the 
respondents were provided with a Likert scale of one to 
five in which one was "not influential," two was "somewhat 
influential," three was "moderately influential," four was 
"very influential," and five was "not applicable." 
In the third section, respondents were asked to rate 
the influence of factors controllable by the University on 
their decision to attend UMass. In essence, the factors 
were a list of student-recruitment vehicles that previous ' 
research indicated as having impact on college choice. 
The list included "the UMass viewbook," "the UMass course 
catalog," "information about a major," "a campus visit," 
"attending an open house," "the UMass Website," "a phone 
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It was verified with call from Admissions," and "other." 
the University s Admissions Office that all of the items 
on the list were, in fact, vehicles that were used to 
recruit the survey sample. Again, the respondents were 
provided with a Likert scale of one to five in which one 
was "not influential," two was "somewhat influential," 
three was "moderately influential," four was "very 
influential," and five was "not applicable." 
In the fourth section, respondents were asked to rate 
the influence of institutional attributes on their 
decision to attend UMass Amherst. Previous research 
indicated these attributes as having impact on college 
choice. The list included "location," "campus safety," "a 
specific major," "a variety of majors," "price," 
"scholarships" "financial aid," "intramural sports," 
"varsity sports," "social life," "diversity," "other." 
Again, the respondents were provided a Likert scale of one 
to five in which one was "not influential," two was 
"somewhat influential," three was "moderately 
influential," four was "very influential," and five was 
"not applicable." 
In the fifth section, respondents were asked to rank 
on a scale of one to ten a list of institutional 
attributes in terms of their importance on their decision 
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to attend UMass Amherst with one being "least important" 
and ten being 'most important." Only about 75 percent of 
the responses to this question were usable in that many 
respondents failed to see the difference between "rank" in 
the present question and "rate" in the previous questions. 
Many respondents rated the attributes on a scale of one to 
ten giving the same value to multiple attributes. For 
this reason, some of the data from this question were not 
used. Only data that reflected a complete set of one to 
ten rankings with no duplicate rankings were used in the 
analyses. 
In the sixth section, respondents were asked to rate 
their agreement with a list of statements concerning their 
perception of UMass Amherst, or what they believed to be 
the perception of UMass Amherst by others. Some 
statements involved their satisfaction with their decision 
to attend UMass Amherst. The respondents were provided 
with a Likert scale of one to five in which one was 
"strongly agree," two was "agree," three was "no opinion," 
four was "disagree," and five was "strongly disagree." 
In the seventh section, respondents were asked to 
rank on a scale of one to ten a list of student- 
recruitment vehicles in terms of their importance on their 
decision to attend UMass Amherst with one being "least 
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important" and ten being "most important." As in section 
five, some of the responses to this question were not 
usable in that about a 25 percent of the respondents 
failed to see the difference between "rank" and "rate." 
Many respondents rated the attributes on a scale of one to 
ten giving the same value to multiple attributes. Only 
the data that reflected a complete set of one to ten 
rankings with no duplicate rankings was used in the 
analyses. 
In the eighth section, respondents were asked to 
demographically profile themselves. The profile factors 
were consistent with the demographic characteristics on 
which a considerable amount of prior research was based. 
The factors included sex, ethnicity, and age. Respondents 
were also asked to profile themselves as either "in-state" 
or "out-of-state" students. This is an important 
distinction in that, as a state institution, UMass Amherst 
caps out-of-state admissions at 20 percent of total 
enrollment. Therefore the admissions standards are higher 
for out-of-state students than for in-state students 
making them demographically distinct from one another in 
terms of academic achievement. Students were asked about 
their high-school GPA, the highest educational level 
achieved by their parents, and where UMass Amherst ranked 
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as a choice among all of the colleges to which they 
applied. 
The Pilot Study 
In a pilot study, 50 respondents took approximately 
six minutes to complete the survey. This was consistent 
with the amount of time that actual respondents took to 
complete the survey. Though they were encouraged to do so 
if necessary, none of the respondents in the pilot posed 
questions pertaining to the clarity of the instrument. 
In the actual study, the number of useable responses 
for two sections in which respondents were asked to rank 
from on to ten the importance of a list of college-choice 
influencers was limited (n = 363). Many respondents 
failed to distinguish between "rank" in this question and 
"rate" in previous questions in which they were asked to 
rate the strength of college-choice infuencers on a scale 
of one to four. Many respondents rated the attributes on 
a scale of one to ten giving the same value to multiple 
attributes. Only the data that reflected a complete set 
of one to ten rankings with no duplicate rankings were 
used to compute the information tabulated for these 
sections in Chapter 4. Unfortunately, this problem did 
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not reveal itself in the pilot, nor during the actual 
administration of the survey. 
The Sample 
The sample was drawn from students enrolled in the 
freshman writing course (ENG112WP) at UMass. The 
researcher obtained permission to survey the students from 
the director of the Writing Program. The researcher 
composed a letter addressed to the graduate-student 
instructors in the writing program. The letter explained 
the nature of study and made an appeal for instructors to 
volunteer their - classes for participation in the study in 
exchange for a $20 incentive for the purchase of 
refreshments for the class (see Appendix F). 
The sample was chosen in that enrollment in the 
freshman writing course is highly representative of the 
freshman class at UMass in that nearly all freshmen take 
ENG112WP with only minor exceptions: 
• students who waive the course having performed well 
on a writing-skills placement test; 
• freshmen who take a less-intensive version of the 
course having performed poorly on a writing-skills 
placement test (ENG111WP). 
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The sample was a convenience sample easily accessible 
to the researcher through the director of the Writing 
Program and the teaching assistants responsible for 
teaching the various sections of the course. Surveying 
this sample permitted the researcher a high level of 
control over the collection of the data to ensure its 
integrity. 
Twenty-five of approximately 75 graduate students 
teaching ENG 112 agreed to allow their classes to be 
surveyed. The researcher arranged a data-gathering 
schedule and asked each instructor to fully disclose the 
nature of the research to the class prior to the date that 
the data were to be gathered (see Appendix G). 
A total of 453 respondents were surveyed. The data 
were gathered from mid-March, 2001 through early May. In 
order.to ensure the integrity of the data, the researcher 
personally went to each class to administer the survey 
with only three exceptions. 
The sample was 64.3 percent female. The average age 
of the respondent was 18.6 years. The majority of the 
sample was white (79.9%). Most respondents were in-state 
residents (68.4%). UMass Amherst was the first-choice 
college for 40.7 percent of the respondents. Respondents 
had very few questions relative to the clarity of the 
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instrument. The researcher was impressed by the 
seriousness with which the respondents completed the 
surveys. 
Data Analysis 
The demographic data were tabulated descriptively. 
Means and standard deviations were computed for the 
ratings of institutionally controlled influencers on 
college choice, the college-choice influencers 
uncontrollable by the institution, and institutional 
attributes. Means and standard deviations were computed 
for the rankings of institutionally controlled influencers 
on college choice, the college-choice influencers 
uncontrollable by the institution, and institutional 
attributes. 
Analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were computed comparing 
the rankings and ratings of institutionally controlled 
influencers, the influencers not controlled by the 
institution, and the institutional attributes, to sex, 
ethnicity and residence. 
Bivariate correlations were then computed to compare 
the rankings and ratings of institutionally controlled 
influencers, the influencers not. controlled by the 
institution, and institutional attributes, to parents' 
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level of education and to where UMass ranked within the 
respondent's college-choice hierarchy. 
Bivariate correlations were then computed to compare 
* 
the sums of the ratings of institutionally controlled 
influencers and the influencers not controlled by the 
institution, to parents' level of education and to where 
UMass ranked in the respondent's college-choice hierarchy. 
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 
The data were analyzed using several statistical 
tools. Frequency distributions were run to derive 
information to describe the sample, as well as to 
determine the mean values of responses. Analyses of 
variance (ANOVA) were computed to determine differences 
among demographic groups relative to how they rated the 
influence and importance of various college-choice 
variables. Bivariate correlations were calculated to 
determine the relationship between college-choice 
influencers and two factors: parents' level of education, 
and the ranking of UMass Amherst on a respondent's choice 
set of colleges. 
The chapter is divided into 13 sections. The first 
section contains descriptive data on the sample. The next 
five sections contain tables and narratives relative to 
the ratings and rankings of marketing and non-marketing 
variables and institutional attributes as college-choice 
influencers. The following four sections include 
statistical analyses on the differences among demographic 
groups relative to the mean ratings of marketing and non¬ 
marketing variables and institutional attributes as 
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college choice influencers. The next two sections include 
reports of correlations between the importance of college- 
choice influencers and parental education, and the ranking 
of UMass as a college choice, followed by a summary. 
Significant differences among groups are reported at 
both the .01 and .05 probability levels. This is not to 
imply that differences among groups are more significant 
at the .01 probability level than .05, but to report that 
differences among groups are less likely due to chance at 
the .01 probability level than the .05 level. 
The Sample 
Descriptive statistics were run on the data as a 
first step in the analysis (Table 1). The tallies showed 
that 453 students enrolled in 25 sections of ENG112(WP) 
participated in the survey. This included 162 males 
(35.8%) and 291 females (64.2%). The average age of the 
respondents was 18. Of the 453 respondents, five 
identified themselves as African American (1.1%), 42 as 
Asian (9.5%), 15 as Latino (3.4%), three as Native 
American (.7%), 354 as white (79.9%). 
Among the 453 respondents, 310 were residents of 
Massachusetts (68.4%), 124 were out-of-state residents 
(27.4%), and 19 were from other countries (4.2%). 
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Table 1 
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 
Age (mean years) 18.0 
Sex (%) 
Male 35.8 
Female 64.2 
Race (%) 
African American 1.1 
Asian 9.5 
Latino 3.4 
Native American .7 
White 79.9 
Other 5.4 
Residence (%) 
Massachusetts 68.4 
Out-of-state 27.4 
Another country 4.2 
H.S. GPA (%) 
<2.0 0.2 
2.0-2.49 2.7 
2.5-3.49 14.3 
3.0-3.5 50.9 
>3.5 31.8 
Highest educational 
level of either 
parent(%) 
High School 18.2 
2-year college 15.7 
4-year college 32.4 
grad school or 33.7 
beyond 
College choice 
First choice 40.7 
Second choice 26.2 
Third Choice 15.7 
Fourth Choice 17.4 
N=243 
Relative to high-school grade-point average (GPA), a 
majority of the respondents indicated that they achieved a 
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high-school GPA that ranged between 3.0 and 3.5 (50.9%). 
Nearly a third of the respondents (31.8%) reported that 
their high-school GPA was higher than 3.5. Only 14.7 
percent of the respondents reported a GPA between 2.5 and 
3.49; 2.7 percent between 2.0 and 2.49, and .2 less than 
2.0. 
When asked about the educational attainment of their 
parents, about two thirds of the respondents (66.1%) 
indicated that at least one parent had attained either a 
four-year degree, or a graduate degree. Though 
respondents were asked about the educational attainment of 
their parents in two separate demographic profiling 
questions (one relative to the father's educational 
attainment, another for the mother's), the data for both 
questions were rolled into a single "parent" factor for 
reporting purposes. In preliminary analyses of the data, 
there were few significant differences in mean responses 
when father's educational attainment and mother's 
educational attainment were used as separate variables. 
When asked about where UMass Amherst ranked in terms 
of their college choice, 40.7 percent of the respondents 
indicated that UMass Amherst was their first college 
choice; 26.2 percent indicated that UMass Amherst was 
their second college choice. Of the remaining 
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respondents, 15.7 percent indicated UMass Amherst as their 
third choice; 17.4 percent indicated UMass Amherst as 
their fourth or greater choice. 
Marketing and Non-Marketing Variables Defined 
In the first section of the survey, respondents were 
asked to evaluate the influence of television and radio 
ads that featured as spokespeople some of the University's 
best-known and most prestigious alums on their decision to 
attend UMass Amherst. In the third section of the survey, 
respondents were asked to rate the influence of factors 
controllable by the University on their decision to attend 
UMass Amherst. In essence, the factors were a list of 
student-recruitment vehicles that previous research 
indicated as having an impact on college choice. The list 
included "the UMass viewbook," "the UMass course catalog," 
"information about a major," "a campus visit," "attending 
an open house," "the UMass Website," "a phone call from 
Admissions," and "other." For the purposes of analysis, 
these factors will collectively be referred to as 
"marketing variables" in that they are all part of a 
marketing strategy designed to impact college choice and 
attract students to UMass Amherst. 
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In th© second section of the survey, respondents were 
asked to rate the influence of factors non-controllable by 
the University on their decision to attend UMass Amherst. 
In essence, the factors were a list of people who were not 
University employees, whom previous research indicated as 
having impact on college choice. The list included 
"father," "mother," "high-school guidance counselor," 
"high-school teachers," "friends," "current UMass 
students," "UMass alums," and "other." For the purposes of 
analysis, these factors will collectively be referred to 
as "non-marketing variables" in that they are factors that 
impact college choice, however they are not directly 
controllable by the University as part of a marketing 
strategy. 
Mean Ratings for Marketing and Non-Marketing Variables 
as College Choice Influencers 
Respondents were asked to evaluate the influence of 
each marketing and non-marketing variable using a Likert 
scale of one to five in which one was "not influential," 
two was "somewhat influential," three was "moderately 
influential," four was "very influential," and five was 
"not applicable." For each variable a mean and standard 
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deviation was computed on a scale of one (no influence) to 
four (very influential). The results appear in Table 2. 
Table 2 
Means and Standard Deviations for Marketing and 
Non-Marketing Variables as College-Choice Influencers 
Marketing variables M SD 
TV ads 1.45 .77 
Radio ads 1.26 .62 
Viewbook 1.95 .92 
Catalog 2.27 1.02 
Ma j or 2.83 1.11 
Campus visit 2.90 1.10 
Open house 2.32 1.21 
Website 1.96 1.00 
Admissions call 1.58 .91 
Sum of all 
variables 2.06 1.01 
Non-marketing 
Variables 
Father 2.68 1.16 
Mother 2.82 1.08 
Guidance 
counselor 2.20 1.07 
Teachers 2.09 1.06 
Friends 2.49 1.07 
Current UMass 
student 2.33 1.18 
UMass alums 1.88 1.12 
News coverage 2.18 1.07 
Sum of all 
variables 2.38 1.11 
Note: N=453 
Scale: 1-4 
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The results indicate that the most strongly influential 
marketing factor that influenced, the respondents* 
decisions to attend UMass was the campus visit (M = 2.90), 
followed by information about a major (M = 2.83).* 
Testimonial radio ads were rated as least influential (M = 
1.26). Testimonial television ads followed in terms of 
influence (M = 1.45). Means for the influence of 
viewbooks, catalogs, open houses, the UMass Website, and 
calls from an Admissions Office representative fell 
between these high and low means. 
The results also indicate that mothers were the 
strongest non-marketing factor influencing the 
respondents' decisions to attend UMass Amherst (M = 2.82), 
followed by fathers (M = 2.68). Friends were rated as the 
next most strongly influential factor (M = 2.49). UMass 
alums were rated as least influential in the respondents' 
decision to attend UMass (M = 1.88), just lower than 
teachers (M = 2.09). Guidance counselors were rated as 
more influential than teachers (M = 2.20). Overall, non¬ 
marketing variables were more influential in the 
respondents' college choice decisions (M = 2.38) than 
marketing variables (M = 2.06). 
68 
Mean Ratings of Institutional Attributes as College 
Choice Influencers 
In the fourth section of the survey, respondents were 
asked to rate the influence of institutional attributes on 
their decision to attend UMass. The list included 
"location," "campus safety," "a specific major," "a 
variety of majors," "price," "scholarships" "financial 
aid," "intramural sports," "varsity sports," "social 
life," "diversity," and "other." Once again, the 
respondents were provided with a Likert scale of one to 
five in which one was "not influential," two was "somewhat 
influential," three was "moderately influential," four was 
"very influential," and five was "not applicable." For 
each variable a mean and standard deviation was computed 
on a scale of one (no influence) to four (very 
influential). The results appear in Table 3. 
Respondents rated price as the most strongly 
influential institutional attribute affecting their 
college choice (M = 3.43). This rating was considerably 
higher than the rating of the next most strongly 
influential institutional attribute which was social life 
(M = 3.16), closely followed by location (M = 3.14). 
Intramural sports (M = 1.65) and varsity sports (M = 1.71) 
were the institutional attributes ranked as least 
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Table 3 
Means and Standard Deviations for Institutional 
Attributes as College Choice Influencers 
Institutional Attributes M SD 
Location 3.14 .99 
Safety 2.08 1.01 
Specific major 2.92 1.17 
Variety of majors 2.94 1.12 
Price 3.43 .91 
Scholarship 2.43 1.27 
Financial aid 2.47 1.28 
Intramural sports 1.65 .90 
Varsity sports 1.71 1.05 
Social life 3.16 .97 
Diversity 2.70 1.11 
Note: N=453 
Scale: 1-4 
influential in the respondents' college-choice decisions. 
Means for the influence of campus safety, the availability 
of a specific major, the availability of a variety of 
majors, scholarships, financial aid, and cultural 
diversity fell between these high and low means. 
Mean Rankings for Institutional Attributes as College- 
Choice Influencers 
In the fifth section of the survey, respondents were 
asked to rank on a scale of one to ten a list of 
institutional attributes relative to their importance on 
their decision to attend UMass with one being least 
important," and ten being "most important. For each 
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variable a mean and standard deviation were computed on a 
scale of one to ten. The results appear in Table 4. 
Table 4 
Means and Standard Deviations for Rankings of 
Institutional Attributes as College-Choice Influencers 
Institutional Attributes M SD 
Location 6.68 2.55 
Safety 4.17 2.19 
Diversity 4.81 • 2.27 
Social Life 6.16 2.37 
Sports 3.87 2.84 
Specific major 6.44 3.06 
Variety of Majors 5.98 2.61 
Price 7.16 2.73 
Scholarships 4.79 2.80 
Financial aid 4.91 3.10 
Note: N=363 
Scale: l=Least Important; 10=Most Important 
Price emerged as the most important institutional 
attribute in the college-choice decision of the 
respondents (M = 7.16), followed by location (M = 6.68), 
and a specific major (M = 6.44). Sports were ranked 
lowest in importance (M = 3.87), close in rating to safety 
(M = 4.17). Means for the influence of cultural 
diversity, social life, the availability of a variety of 
majors, scholarships, and financial aid fell between these 
high and low means. 
71 
As previously noted, the number of useable responses 
in this section was represented only about of 75 percent 
of total respondents (n = 363) in that many respondents 
failed to distinguish between "rank" in this question and 
"rate" in previous questions. Many respondents rated the 
attributes on a scale of one to ten giving the same value 
to multiple attributes. Only the data that reflected a 
complete set of one to ten rankings with no duplicate 
rankings used to compute the information in Table 4. 
Mean Rankings for Institutional Attributes as College- 
Choice Influencers 
In the seventh section of the survey, respondents 
were asked to rank on a scale of one to ten a list of 
marketing and non-marketing factors relative to their 
importance on their decision to attend UMass with one 
being "least important" and ten being "most important." 
For each variable the mean and standard deviation were 
computed. The results appear in Table 5. 
Parents emerged as the most important factor 
attribute in respondents' decisions to attend UMass (M = 
7.41), followed by information about a major (M = 6.91). 
Table 5 
Means and Standard Deviations for Rankings of Marketing 
and Non-Marketing Variables 
Variables of Influence M SD 
Viewbook 4.81 2.40 
News 3.88 2.40 
Parents 7.41 2.65 
Media advertising 3.34 2.40 
Info about major 6.91 2.65 
Visit or open house 6.66 2.91 
Friends 6.50 2.30 
Current or past UMass 
Students 5.77 2.65 
Website 4.22 2.51 
High-school teachers or 
Counselors 5.55 2.63 
Note: N=345 
Scale: l=Least Important; 10=Most Important 
Media advertising was ranked as lowest in importance (M = 
3.34), right before news coverage (M = 3.88). Means for 
the influence of viewbooks, campus visits, friends, 
current or past UMass students, the UMass Website, and 
high-school teachers or counselors fell between these high 
and low means. 
Once again, the number of usable responses in this 
section was only about 75 percent of the total responses 
(n = 345) in that many respondents failed to distinguish 
between "rank" in this question and "rate" in previous 
questions. Only the data that reflected a complete set of 
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one-to-ten rankings with no duplicate rankings were used 
to compute the information in Table 5. 
Differences among Demographic Groups and the 
Mean Ratings of Marketing Factors 
Analyses of variance (ANOVA) were computed in search 
of significant differences among the mean responses of 
various demographic groups. Three ANOVAs were used to 
determine the relationship between sex, ethnicity, and 
residence, and the mean ratings of the non-marketing 
factors affecting college choice. 
Results of the first ANOVA (Table 6) showed that 
women rated the viewbook significantly higher (M = 2.04) 
than men (M = 2.04) in terms of its influence on college- 
choice (p<.01). Females also rated the catalog 
significantly higher (M = 2.38) than males in terms of its 
/■ 
influence (M = 2.06, p<.01). Females also gave the open 
house a higher rating (M = 2.44, p<.05) than males (M = 
2.09, p<.05). Females rated the UMass Website as being 
more strongly influential (M = 2.04) than males (M = 
1.81). There were no significant differences between 
males and females in their ratings of the influence of TV 
ads, radio ads, the availability of a specific major, a 
campus visit, or a call from the Admissions Office. 
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Table 6 
Analysis of Variance for Influence of Marketing 
Variables on Sex 
Marketing 
Variables Male Female 
TV ’1.55* 1.40* 
Racio 1.28 1.24 
Viewbook 1.77** 2.04** 
Catalog 2.06** 2.38** 
Major 2.75 2.88 
Visit 2.78 2.95 
Open house 2.09* 2.44* 
Website 
*
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 2.04* 
Admissions 1.56 1.59 
Sum of all 
variables 2.05* 2.18* 
Note: N=451 
*p<.05, two-tailed. **p<.01, two-tailed 
In general, females were more strongly influenced by 
marketing variables in terms of their decision to attend 
UMass (M = 2.18) than males (M = 2.05, p<.05). 
Another ANOVA compared the mean ratings of white and 
non-white responses relative to the influence of marketing 
factors on college choice (Table 7). 
Results showed that whites rated the campus visit as 
significantly higher (M = 2.98) than non-whites (M = 2.60) 
in terms of its influence on college choice (p<.01). 
Though rated low, non-whites rated a call from the UMass 
Admissions Department as being significantly more 
Table 7 
Analysis of Variance for Influence of Marketing Variables 
on Race 
Marketing 
Variables White Non-White 
TV 1.45 1.49 
Radio 1.24 1.34 
Viewbook 1.95 1.96 
Catalog 2.25 2.37 
Major 2.81 2.91 
Visit 2.98** 2.60** 
Open house 2.38 2.17 
Website 1.95 1.99 
Admissions 1.50** 1.85** 
Sum of all 
variables 2.13 2.15 
Note: N=443 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
influential (M = 1.85) than whites (M =.50) in terms of 
its influence on their college-choice decision (p<.05). 
There were no significant differences between whites and 
nonwhites in their ratings of the influence of TV ads, 
radio ads, the viewbook, the catalog, the availability of 
a specific major, an open house or the UMass Website. A 
third ANOVA compared the mean ratings of in-state and out- 
of-state respondents relative to the influence of 
marketing factors on college choice (Table 8). 
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Table 8 
Analysis of Variance for Influence of Marketing 
Variables on Residence 
Marketing 
Variables 
In-State Out-of-State 
TV ads 1.54** 1.21** 
Radio ads 1.24* 1.34* 
Viewbook 1.84** 2.17** 
Catalog 2.19* 2.43* 
Major 2.75* 3.02* 
Visit 2.81* 3.08* 
Open House 2.21** 2.58** 
Website 1.84** 2.20** 
Admissions 1.47** 1.21** 
Sum of all 
Variables 2.06** 2.27** 
Note: N=453 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
Results showed significant differences between the 
rankings of both groups for all marketing variables. This 
notable finding was true for the sum of all variables with 
out-of-state students rating the marketing factors 
significantly higher in terms of their influence (M = 
2.27) than in-state students (M = 2.27, p<.01). 
With one exception (television ads) , out-of state 
respondents rated all of the marketing variables as more 
strongly influential in their college choice decision than 
in-state students. Five of these differences were 
significant at the .01 probability level: the ratings for 
television ads, the viewbook, an open house, the Website, 
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and a call from the Admissions Office. Four of these 
differences were significant at the .05 level: radio ads, 
the catalog, a specific major, and a campus visit. 
Differences among Demographic Groups and the Mean 
Ratings of Non-Marketing Factors 
Three analyses of variance were computed to determine 
the relationship between sex, ethnicity, and residence and 
the mean ratings of the marketing factors affecting 
college choice. The first ANOVA compared the mean ratings 
of male and female respondents relative to the influence 
of non-marketing factors on college choice (Table 9). 
Results showed that women rated fathers as 
significantly higher (M = 2.77) than males (M = 2.52) in 
terms of their influence on college choice (p<.05). Women 
also rated mothers as significantly higher (M = 2.94) than 
males (M = 2.60) in terms of their influence on college 
choice (p<.01). There were no other significant 
differences between males and females relative to their 
ratings of the influence of other non-marketing factors on 
college choice. 
A second ANOVA compared the mean ratings of white and 
non-white respondents relative to the influence of non¬ 
marketing factors on college choice (Table 10). Results 
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Table 9 
Analysis of Variance for Influence of Non-Market 
Variables on Sex 
Non-Marketing Variables Male Female 
Father 2.52* 2.77* 
Mother 2.60** 2.94** 
Guidance Counselor L 2.09 2.26 
Teachers 2.07 2.10 
Friends 2.39 2.54 
Current UMass Students 2.35 2.31 
UMass Alums 1.92 1.86 
News coverage 2.15 2.19 
Sum of all variables 2.28 2.40 
Note: N=451 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
Table 10 
Analysis of Variance for Influence of Non-Marketing 
Variables on Race 
Non-Marketing Variable White Non-White 
Father 2.77** 2.40** 
Mother 2.94** 2.34** 
Guidance counselors 2.22 2.16 
Teachers 2.10 2.12 
Friends 2.51 2.40 
Current UMass Students 2.40* 2.09* 
UMass Alums 1.88 1.86 
News Coverage 2.20 2.14 
Sum of all Variables 2.41* 2.22* 
Note: N=443 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
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showed that whites rated fathers as significantly higher 
(M = 2.77) than non-whites (M = 2.40) in terms of their 
influence on college choice (p<.05). Whites also rated 
mothers as significantly higher (M = 2.94) than non-whites 
(M = 2.34) in terms of their influence on college choice 
(p<.01). There were no other significant differences 
between whites and non-whites relative to their ratings of 
the influence of non-marketing variables on college 
choice. 
The third ANOVA compared the mean ratings of in-state 
and out-of-state respondents relative to the influence of 
non-marketing factors on college choice (Table 11). 
Results showed that in-state students rated fathers as 
significantly higher (M = 2.76) than out-of-state 
respondents (M = 2.49) in terms of their influence on 
college choice (p<.05). In-state students also rated the 
influence of current UMass students as a significantly 
greater influence on their decision to attend UMass (M = 
2.46) than out-of-state students (M = 2.02, p<.01). This 
latter finding makes sense that out-of-state students are 
not as likely to interact with UMass students as in-state 
students. 
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Table 11 
Analysis of Variance for Influence of 
Non-Marketing Variables on Residence 
Non-Marketing Variables In-state Out-of-state 
Father 2.76* 2.49* 
Mother 2.87 2.70 
Guidance counselor 2.21 2.16 
Teachers 2.14 1.99 
Friends 2.53 2.40 
Current UMass students 2.46** 2.02** 
UMass alums 1.99** 1.61** 
News 2.20 2.12 
Sum of all variables 2.42** 2.24** 
Note: N=453 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
Also, in-state students rated the influence of UMass 
alums as a significantly greater influence on their 
decision to attend UMass (M = 1.99) UMass than out-of- 
state students (M = 1.61, p<.01). In general, in-state 
students were more strongly influenced by non-marketing 
variables in terms of their decision to attend UMass (M = 
2.42) than out-of-state students (M = 2.24, p<.01). There 
were no significant differences between males and females 
in their ratings of the influence guidance counselors, 
teachers, friends, current UMass students, UMass alumni, 
or news coverage. 
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Differences among Demographic Groups and the Mean 
Ratings of College Attributes 
Three analyses of variance were computed to determine 
the relationship between sex, ethnicity, and residence, 
and the mean ratings of the college attributes affecting 
college choice. 
The first ANOVA compared the mean ratings of male and 
female respondents relative to the influence of 
institutional attributes on college choice (Table 12). 
Table 12 
Analysis of Variance of Influence for Institutional 
Attributes on College Choice 
Institutional Attributes Male Female 
Location 3.06 3.19 
Safety 1.67** 2.29** 
Specific Major 2.82 2.97 
Variety of majors 2.60** 3.13** 
Price 3.45 3.41 
Scholarship 2.37 2.46 
Financial aid 2.33 2.54 
Intramural sports 1.76 1.59 
Varsity sports 2.79 1.67 
Social life 3.01* 3.25* 
Diversity 2.25** .2.95** 
Note: N=451 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
Results showed that women rated safety significantly 
higher (M = 2.29) than men (M = 1.67) in terms of its 
influence on college choice (p<.01). Women also rated a 
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variety of majors as a significantly greater influence on 
their decision to attend UMass (M = 3.13) than did men (M 
— 2.6, p<.01). Women also rated social life as a greater 
influence on their college-choice decision (M = 3.25) than 
did men (M = 3.01, p<.05). Women also rated diversity (M 
=2.95) as more influential than did men (M = 2.25, 
p<.01). There were no significant differences between 
males and females in their ratings of the influence of 
location, the availability of a specific major, price, 
scholarships, financial aid, intramural sports, or varsity 
sports. 
The second ANOVA compared the mean ratings of in¬ 
state and out-of-state respondents relative to the 
influence of institutional attributes on college choice 
(Table 13). 
Results showed that out-of-state respondents rated 
safety as having a significantly greater influence on 
their decision to attend UMass (M = 2.29) than in-state 
respondents (M = 1.98, p<.01). Out-of-state respondents 
also rated varsity sports (M = 2.03) and social life (M = 
3.35) as significantly greater in influence than in-state 
students (M = 1.56 and 3.08 respectively, p<.01). 
Diversity was a stronger college-choice influencer for 
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Table 13 
Analysis of Variance for Influence of 
Institutional Attributes on Residence 
Institutional Attributes In-state Out-of-state 
Location 3.11 3.22 
Safety 1.98** 2.29** 
Specific major 2.82* 3.13* 
Variety of majors 2.94 2.95 
Price 3.70 2.85 
Scholarship 2.51 2.25 
Financial aid 2.53 2.35 
Intramural sports 1.59* 1.79 
Varsity sports 1.56** 2.03** 
Social life 3.08** 3.35** 
Diversity 2.63* 2.86* 
Note: N=453 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
out-of-state respondents (M = 2.86) than for in-state 
students (M = 2.63, p<.05). There were no significant 
differences between in-state and out-of-state students in 
their ratings of the influence of location, the 
availability of a variety of majors, price, scholarships, 
financial aid, or intramural sports. 
A third ANOVA compared the mean ratings of white and 
non-white respondents relative to the influence of 
institutional attributes on their college-choice decision 
(Table 14). Results showed that whites rated social life 
as a significantly greater influence on their college- 
choice decision (M = 3.28) than did non-whites (M — 2.72, 
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Table 14 
Analysis of Variance for Influence of Institutional 
Attributes on Race 
Institutional Attributes White Non-White 
Location 3.15 3.08 
Safety 2.07 2.12 
Specific major 2.91 2.94 
Variety of majors 2.98 2.84 
Price 3.46 3.33 
Scholarship 2.35* 2.85* 
Financial aid 2.42 2.74 
Intramural sports 1.68 ' 1.57 
Varsity sports 1.71 1.71 
Social life 3.28** 2.72** 
Diversity 2.69 2.89 
Note: N=443 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two=tailed 
pC.Ol). Non-whites rated the availability of scholarships 
as a stronger influence in their college-choice decision 
(M = 2.85) than did whites (M = 2.35, p<.05). There were 
no significant differences between whites and nonwhites in 
their ratings of the influence of location, campus safety, 
the availability of a specific major, the availability of 
a variety of majors, price, financial aid, intramural 
sports, or varsity sports. It is interesting to note that 
there was no significant difference between whites and 
non-whites in their rating of diversity as a college- 
choice factor. 
Correlations between Parental Educational Attainment and 
College-Choice Influencers 
Bivariate analyses were calculated to determine the 
correlation between the various factors affecting college 
choice and two factors within a respondent's demographic 
profile: parents' educational attainment, and the ranking 
of UMass Amherst on the respondent's choice set of 
colleges. The results of the tests using parents' 
educational attainment as a variable will be described 
first. 
A two-tailed test for correlation (Table 15) showed a 
negative correlation between parents' educational 
attainment and the influence of three marketing variables: 
radio advertising, the catalog, and open houses as 
college-choice influencers (p<.05). There were no 
correlations between parents' educational attainment and 
the influence of TV ads, the viewbook, the availability of 
a specific major, a campus visit, the UMass Website, or a 
call from the Admissions Office. 
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Table 15 
Bivariate Correlation Using Parents' Highest 
Education with Marketing Variables 
Marketing Variables Predictor Highest Education 
TV ads -.072 
Radio ads -.111* 
Viewbook -.048 
Catalog -.099* 
Major -.093 
Campus visit -.076 
Open house -.137* 
Website -.075 
Admissions call -.047 
Note: N=451 
Highest Education: 1=H.S.; 2=2-year degree; 3=4-year 
degree; 4=grad school or beyond; 
*P<.05, two-tailed 
A two-tailed test for correlation (Table 16) showed a 
negative correlation between parents' educational 
attainment and the influence of teachers and friends as 
non-marketing college-choice influencers (p<.05). 
Interestingly enough, there was a positive correlation 
between parental educational attainment and the influence 
of fathers on college choice (p>.01), and a negative 
correlation between parental educational attainment and 
the influence of mothers on college choice (p>.05). There 
were no correlations between parents' educational 
attainment and the influence of news coverage, high-school 
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Table 16 
Bivariate Correlation Using Parents' Highest 
Education with Non-Marketing Variables 
Marketing Variables Predictor Highest Education 
News Coverage -.067 
Father .173** 
Mother -.096* 
Counselor -.091 
Teacher -.169** 
Friends -.213** 
UMass students -.061 
Alums -.022 
Note: N=451 
Highest Education: 1=H.S.; 2=2-year degree; 3=4-year 
degree; 4=grad school or beyond; 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
guidance counselors, friends, current UMass students, or 
UMass alumni. 
A two-tailed test for correlation (Table 17) showed a 
negative correlation between parents' educational 
attainment and the influence of four institutional 
attributes on college choice: the availability of a 
specific major (p<.05), price (p<.05), scholarships 
(p<.01), and financial aid (p<.01). There were no 
correlations between parents' educational attainment and 
the influence of location, campus safety, cultural 
diversity, sports, the availability of a specific major, 
or price. 
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Table 17 
Bivariate Correlation Using Parents' Highest Education 
with Rankings of Institutional Attributes 
Institutional Attributes Predictor Highest Education 
Location .098 
Safety .012 
Diversity .091 
Social life .107* 
Sports .043 
Specific Major -.058 
Variety of Majors .135* 
Price -.053 
Scholarships -.152** 
Financial Aid -.156** 
Note: N=362 
Highest Education: 1=H.S.; 2=2-year degree; 3=4-year 
degree; 4=grad school or beyond; 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
And finally, a two-tailed test for correlation (Table 
18) showed a negative correlation between parents' 
educational attainment and the influence of the sum of all 
marketing variables (p<.05). 
Table 18 
Bivariate Correlation Using Parents' Highest Education 
with Sums of Marketing and Non-Marketing Variables 
Sum of Variables Predictor Highest Education 
Marketing Variables -.113* 
Non-marketing Variables 0.063 
Note: N=451 
Highest Education: 1=H.S.; 2=2-year degree; 3=4-year 
degree; 4=grad school or beyond; 
*p<.05, two-tailed 
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Correlations between the Ranking of UMass in the College 
Choice Set and College-Choice Influencers 
Bivariate analyses were computed to determine the 
correlation between respondents' ranking of UMass in their 
college choice set and the various influencers of college 
choice. 
A two-tailed test for correlation (Table 19) showed a 
negative correlation between respondents' rankings of 
UMass in their college choice set, and the influence of 
five marketing variables: the viewbook (p<.05), the 
catalog (p<.01), a specific major (pc.Ol), a campus visit 
(p<.01), and attending an open house (pc.Ol). There were 
no correlations between respondents' rankings of UMass in 
their college choice set and the influence of TV ads, 
radio ads, the UMass Website, or a call from the 
Admissions Office. 
It should be noted that "one" was used to rank UMass 
as a first-choice college, and that "four" was used to 
rank UMass as fourth-choice or greater college. Thus, a 
low-ranking score on this scale means that UMass ranked 
high on respondents' college-choice lists. Furthermore, 
the negative correlation between college choice and the 
influence of marketing factors on that choice means that 
respondents who ranked UMass high on their college-choice 
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Table 19 
Bivariate Correlation Using College Choice with 
Marketing Variables 
Marketing Variables Predictor College Choice 
TV .005 
Radio .022 
Viewbook -.106* 
Catalog -.163** 
Major -.244** 
Visit -.256** 
Open House -.192** 
Website -.075 
Admissions -.100 
Note: N=447 
College Choice: l=First Choice; 2=Second Choice; 3=Third 
Choice; 4=Fourth Choice or more 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
list also rated the marketing elements that UMass uses to 
attract students as high relative to their influence on 
that choice. This may be interpreted as a statement on 
the effectiveness of those marketing tools, though 
naturally a causal relationship cannot be implied. 
There were similar results from a test for 
correlation between respondents' rankings of UMass in 
their college choice set and the influence of non¬ 
marketing variables. A two-tailed test (Table 20) showed 
a negative correlation between respondents' rankings of 
UMass in their college choice set and the influence of 
four non-marketing variables: publicity (p<.05), teachers 
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Table 20 
Bivariate Correlation Using College Choice with 
Non-Marketing Variables 
Non-Marketing Variables Predictor College Choice 
News Coverage -.102* 
Father .033 
Mother -.013 
Counselor -.087 
Teacher -.135** 
Friends -.219** 
UMass Students -.224** 
Alums -.090 
Note: N=447 
College Choice: l=First Choice; 2=Second Choice; 3=Third 
Choice; 4=Fourth Choice or more 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
(p<.01), friends p.<.01), and current UMass students 
(p<.01). There were no correlations between respondents' 
raknings of UMass in their college choice set and the 
influence of fathers, mothers, high-school guidance 
counselors, or alumni. 
As in the case of the previous findings, it should be 
noted that a low-ranking score on the college-choice scale 
means that UMass ranked high on respondents' college- 
choice lists. Thus, the negative correlation between 
college choice and the influence of non-marketing factors 
on that choice means that respondents who ranked UMass 
high on their college-choice list also rated non-marketing 
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elements influences as high relative to their influence on 
that choice. 
A two-tailed test for correlation (Table 21) showed a 
negative correlation between respondents' rankings of 
UMass in their college choice set, and the influence of 
four institutional attributes on college choice: safety 
Table 21 
Bivariate Correlation Using College Choice 
with Institutional Attributes 
Institutional Attributes Predictor College Choice 
Location -.024 
Safety -.098* 
Specific Major -.128* 
Variety of Majors -.048 
Price -.084 
Scholarships -.140** 
Financial Aid -.201** 
Intramural Sports .005 
Varsity Sports -.018 
Social Life -.035 
Diversity -.012 
Note: N=447 
College Choice: l=First Choice; 2=Second Choice; 3=Third 
Choice; 4=Fourth Choice or more 
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed 
(p<.05), the availability of a specific major (p<.01), 
scholarships, (p<.01), and financial aid p<.01). There 
were no correlations between respondents' rankings of 
UMass in their college choice set and the influence of 
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location, the availability of a variety of majors, price, 
intramural sports, social life, and cultural diversity. 
Once again, a low-ranking score on the college-choice 
scale means that UMass ranked high on respondents' 
college-choice lists. Thus, the negative correlation 
between college choice and the influence of institutional 
attributes on that choice means that respondents who 
ranked UMass high on their college-choice list also rated 
institutional attributes as high relative to their 
influence on that choice. 
Finally, a two-tailed test for correlation (Table 22) 
as might be expected showed a negative correlation between 
respondents' rankings of UMass in their college-choice set 
and the influence of the sums of all marketing and non¬ 
marketing variables (p<.05). 
Table 22 
Bivariate Correlation Using College Choice with Sums of 
Marketing and Non-Marketing Variables 
Sum of Variables Predictor College.Choice 
Marketing Variables -. 236** 
Non-marketing Variables -.177** 
Note: N=447 
College Choice: l=First Choice; 2=Second Choice; 3=Third 
Choice; 4=Fourth Choice or more 
**p<.01, two-tailed 
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Agreement with Statements Pertaining to Perceptions of 
UMass and Student Satisfaction 
In the sixth section of the survey, respondents were 
asked to rate their level of agreement with a list of 
statements concerning their perception of UMass, or what 
they believed to be the perception of UMass by others. 
Some statements involved the respondents' satisfaction 
with their decision to attend UMass. The respondents were 
provided a Likert scale of one to five in which one was 
"strongly agree," two was "agree," three was "no opinion," 
four was "disagree," and five was "strongly disagree." 
Means for the responses to each of the eight statements 
were computed on a scale of one to four. The results 
appear in Table 23. 
Table 23 
Means and Standard Deviations for Level of Agreement with 
Perception and Satisfaction Statements 
Statement M SD 
Accurate portrayal 2.42 .72 
News media harsh 2.03 .73 
Satisfied with decision 3.17 .80 
Successful graduates 3.26 .69 
Prepares for a career 3.13 .70 
Good as privates 2.64 1.00 
Grads speak highly 2.50 .78 
Outsiders' Impression 2.56 .97 
Note: N=345 
Scale: 1-4 
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Of the eight statements in this section, respondents 
expressed strongest agreement with the statement that 
UMass has some very successful graduates (M = 3.26). Next 
in terms of agreement was the respondents' statement of 
their satisfaction with their decision to attend UMass (M 
= 3.17), followed by their agreement with the statement 
that UMass prepares students for good careers (M = 3.13). 
Respondents expressed the least amount of agreement 
with the statement that the news media is harsh in its 
coverage of UMass (M = 2.03). The next lowest agreement 
score was associated with the statement that the 
recruitment material that UMass uses to attract students 
accurately portrays the University (M = 2.42), followed by 
(lack of) agreement with the statement that UMass alums 
speak highly of the University (M = 2.50). 
Respondents also rated their agreement with two other 
statements: that people outside the University have a 
favorable impression of it (M = 2.56), and that education 
at UMass is as good as the education at prestigious 
private institutions (M = 2.64). 
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Summary 
The results of this research can best be summarized 
as responses to the four research questions that guided 
this study. 
Do non-controllable environmental factors have a 
greater impact on college choice than the elements of the 
institution's student-recruitment marketing strategy? 
Collectively, non-marketing variables were more strongly 
influential on the college-choice decisions of the 
respondents that marketing variables. Of all of the non¬ 
marketing variables measured, parents emerged as the 
strongest college choice influencer, followed by friends 
and current UMass students. Among marketing variables, 
the campus visit emerged as the strongest college-choice 
influencer, followed by information about a major and 
attending an open house. 
Does the impact of these factors on college choice 
differ by student demographic characteristics? Both males 
and females rated non-marketing variables as stronger 
college-choice influencers than marketing variables. 
However, females rated marketing variables as more 
strongly influential than males and these differences were 
significant. Both white and non-white students rated 
marketing variables as stronger college-choice influencers 
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than marketing variables. However, white students and in¬ 
state residents rated non-marketing variables as more 
strongly influential than non-white students and out-of- 
state residents, and these differences were significant. 
What are the institutional attributes that have the 
greatest impact on college choice? The institutional 
attributes that most strongly influenced the respondents' 
college-choice decisions are (in order of influence) 
price, social life, location, the availability of a 
variety of majors, and the availability of a specific 
major. 
Does the importance of these factors on college 
choice vary by student demographic characteristics? 
Females rated price as their strongest college-choice 
influencer, followed by social life, a variety of majors, 
and location. Males also rated price as their strongest 
college-choice influencer, followed by location, social 
life, a specific major, and a variety of majors. There 
were significant differences between males and females in 
their ratings of diversity, a variety of majors, safety, 
and social life, all of which females rated higher. 
White respondents rated social life as more strongly 
influential in their college-choice decision than non¬ 
white students; non-white respondents rated scholarships 
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as more strongly influential than white respondents. Out- 
of-state students rated seven institutional attributes as 
more strongly influential than in-state students including 
(in order of influence) social life, diversity, price, a 
specific major, safety, varsity sports, and intramural 
sports. 
The findings cited in Chapter 4 are explained and 
discussed in Chapter 5. The findings also serve as a 
basis for several recommendations for improving the 
student-recruitment effort at UMass Amherst, also 
discussed in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
Chapter 5 is a discussion of the findings outlined in 
Chapter 4. In this chapter, the current findings are 
validated by relating them to prior research cited in 
Chapter 2. The present findings also provide the basis 
from which several conclusions have been drawn. 
The chapter is divided into nine sections. The first 
section responds to the first research question on which 
the study was based: "Do non-controllable environmental 
factors have a greater impact on college choice than the 
elements of the institution's student-recruitment 
marketing strategy?" 
The second and third sections of the chapter respond 
to the second research question relative to the 
relationship between college-choice factors and student 
demographics. The fourth section responds to the third 
and fourth research questions on institutional attributes 
as they relate to college choice and student demographics. 
The fifth section is a group of conclusions based on 
the results of this study. The sixth section is a 
compilation of recommendations for improving student- 
recruitment efforts at UMass Amherst. The seventh section 
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is a discussion of the study's limitations. The eighth 
section includes recommendations for future research. A 
brief summary follows. 
The Impact of Marketing versus Non-marketing 
Factors on College Choice 
Collectively, non-marketing variables were more 
strongly influential on the college-choice decisions of 
the respondents than marketing variables. In essence, 
this means that non-marketing factors over which the 
institution has no control have a greater impact on an 
applicant's decision to attend UMass Amherst than the 
marketing factors that are part of a carefully 
orchestrated strategy to attract students to the 
institution. 
The results of this study validate the findings of 
much prior research. In the present study, the campus 
visit emerged as the strongest marketing factor 
influencing college choice. This finding is consistent 
with prior research indicating the strong influence of 
personal contacts, such as campus visits, in the college- 
choice process. The present findings reinforce the 
research of Boyer (1987), Matthay (1989), Hayes (1989), 
101 
Pagano and Terkla (1991), Theus (1993), Yost and Tucker 
(1995), and Henly and Rogers (1997). 
The present findings are consistent with the results 
of prior research relative to the (lack of) influence of 
media advertising on college choice (Kellaris & Kellaris, 
1988; Strayer, 1988; and Theus, 1993). Consistent with 
the finding of Theus (1993), the present research 
positions news coverage as a stronger college-choice 
influencer than media advertising. 
These findings are not an indication that UMass 
Amherst or any other institution should abandon media 
advertising as part of its overall marketing strategy. 
The impact of media advertising on an individual's 
perception of an institution is often not immediate in 
terms of its effect, and therefore not directly 
identifiable as a college-choice influencer. Perceptions 
of an institution are formed over time, and are usually 
the result of multiple factors that may include media 
advertising. Therefore media advertising should be 
evaluated relative to how it works with other marketing 
and non-marketing factors as somewhat of a covert college- 
choice influencer. 
The present research also indicates that information 
about a major is almost as influential as the campus visit 
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on college choice, and far more influential than the 
viewbook. This finding is important in that no prior 
research relative to published information about majors 
was found in the literature. Past research on printed 
recruitment material pertained to viewbooks, catalogs, and 
other generic recruitment material focusing on the campus 
as a whole, and not a specific major or department 
(Canterbury, 1989; Anderson, 1994; Rosen and Greenlee 
1995; Rosen, Curran & Greenlee, 1996, 1998; Armstrong & 
Lumsden 1999). 
The present finding is an indication that more 
attention should be paid to informational pieces on 
specific majors or departments. This shift from "macro" 
to "micro" is consistent with the current wave of 
marketing thought that places less emphasis on the mass¬ 
marketing concepts of "one size fits all" to one in which 
marketing strategies are developed for specific product 
features and/or customer niches (Schiffman, 1997). 
Consistent with prior research, fathers and mothers 
emerged as the strongest college-choice influencers 
outside the institution (Gorman, 1974; Schuster, 
Constantino & Klein, 1988; Mathay, 1989; Clinton, 1990; 
Rosen & Greenlee, 1995; and Broekmeier & Seshadri, 1999). 
The positive correlation between parental educational 
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attainment and the influence of fathers on college choice, 
and the negative correlation between parental educational 
attainment and the influence of mothers on college choice 
can perhaps best be explained by the fact that the 
respondents' fathers were better educated than the 
respondents' mothers. A total of 57.9 percent of fathers 
either completed four years of college or graduate school. 
Only 48.7 percent of respondents' mothers attained these 
educational levels. 
The importance of parental influence in the college- 
choice process raises the question as to whether parents 
should be marketed to as college-choice influencers. This 
study alleges that parents impact college choice, but that 
parents are uncontrollable as a college-choice influencer 
in that they are external to the college environment. 
However, parents might be considered an "indirect" 
marketing vehicle who, when properly influenced by the 
right marketing materials, can influence college choice in 
favor of the marketed institution. If this be the case, 
then colleges and universities should consider developing 
marketing vehicles targeted specifically to parents with 
the notion that parents; needs and perspectives may be 
different than that of the student. 
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The negative correlation between the educational 
attainment of parents and the influence of marketing 
variables is a noteworthy finding. The result might best 
be explained by the notion that the offspring of better- 
educated parents are more intellectual in their approach 
to decision making and less influenced by the appeal of 
marketing efforts. The latter are often more emotional 
than intellectual in their appeal (Kotler & Armstrong, 
1997), even in higher education. The negative correlation 
between parents' educational attainment and the influence 
of the sum of all marketing variables can likewise be 
explained. 
The present research upheld prior research indicating 
that friends strongly influence college choice (Gorman, 
1974; Clinton, 1990). Of particular noteworthiness in the 
present research is the influence of current UMass Amherst 
students on college choice. Fortunately for UMass 
Amherst, members of its present freshman are well poised 
to be ambassadors of goodwill for the University. Of 
seven satisfaction-related Likert statements to which they 
responded, the statement with the second highest mean was 
that which dealt with their level of satisfaction with 
their decision to attend UMass Amherst. 
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The present research upheld prior findings that high- 
school guidance counselors and teachers are not strong 
college-choice influencers (Hayes, 1989; Choy & Ottinger, 
1998; Broekmeier & Seshadri, 1999). However neither group 
should be eliminated from a college's or university's 
marketing strategy. As noted by Hayes (1989), though 
guidance counselors rank low in terms of their influence 
on college choice, they are important gatekeepers of 
information who channel information to students expressing 
an interest in specific types of institutions or majors. 
The negative correlation between parental educational 
attainment and the influence of people outside the family 
on college choice is understandable. Seemingly college- 
bound students with educated parents need not go outside 
the family for college-choice guidance in that their 
parents are sufficiently reliable resources of information 
on the decision-making process. 
Note that the finding that non-marketing factors are 
more influential in college-choice decisions than 
marketing factors does not diminish the importance of 
marketing factors in attracting students. Nor does the 
finding imply that the institution should consider 
diminishing its investments in ongoing student-recruitment 
efforts. Though non-marketing variables have a stronger 
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impact on college choice than marketing variables, 
marketing variables still have a profound impact on 
college-choice decisions. The value of the findings 
relating to the importance of marketing and non-marketing 
variables on college choice lies in the respondents' 
ratings of the importance of each marketing and non¬ 
marketing variable. For instance, it is important for 
UMass Amherst to know that its most influential student- 
recruitment vehicles are the campus visit and information 
about a major, and that its least important vehicle is 
media advertising. These findings may be a signal to 
reallocate the dollars spent on student-recruitment 
vehicles in a way that better reflects the influence that 
each vehicle has on college choice. 
Marketing and Non-Marketing Factors and 
Student Demographics 
The demographic characteristics of the respondents 
were closely tied to the importance that they attached to 
the effect of both marketing and non-marketing factors on 
college choice. The results showed significant 
differences between males and females, whites and non¬ 
whites, and in-state and out-of-state students in terms of 
107 
how each group rated the importance of various college- 
choice influencers. 
These findings suggest that individual demographic 
groups be marketed to as unique market segments. This is 
not a recommendation to develop unique marketing 
strategies for each demographic segment, but to modify 
existing marketing vehicles so as to tailor them to the 
needs of various demographic segments. For instance, out- 
of-state students rated the viewbook as a significantly 
more influential college-choice influencer than in-state 
students. This finding suggests considering the 
possibility of developing a viewbook specifically targeted 
to out-of-state students in which the institutional 
attributes most important them are highlighted. 
An important finding in the present study is that 
women were more strongly influenced by the University's 
student-recruitment vehicles than were men. This finding 
is contrary to the notion of "gender blurring" a concept 
defined by marketers as the trend toward fewer 
distinctions between men and women in terms of the 
products and product characteristics that appeal to each 
group (Schiffman & Kanuk, 1997, p. 464). However, the 
finding poses some interesting questions relative to 
whether women in general are more strongly influenced by 
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marketing efforts than men, or whether the marketing 
vehicles that UMass Amherst uses to attract students are 
more appealing (and therefore more influential) to women 
than to men. Unfortunately, neither of these questions 
can be answered by the data generated from this study. 
However the findings provides an interesting stance from 
which to conduct future research. 
Institutional Attributes and College Choice 
The institutional attributes that most strongly 
influenced the respondents' college-choice decisions are 
(in order of influence) price, social life, location, the 
availability of a variety of majors, and the availability 
of a specific major. Price was rated considerably higher 
as a college-choice factor than the other nine 
institutional attributes rated by the respondents. This 
finding suggests that the institution's student- 
recruitment materials should be more price-oriented in 
their approach, promoting UMass Amherst both a good value 
and a low-price alternative to the private institutions 
with which it competes for students. 
Clearly price is the University's strongest 
institutional attribute for attracting students. The 
negative correlation between parental educational 
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attainment and the cost-related college-choice factors 
(price, scholarships, and financial aid) can perhaps be 
explained by yet another well-known relationship: that 
between education and income (Schiffman & Kanuk, 1997, p. 
55) . Perhaps better-educated parents are better equipped 
financially to send their children to college than less 
educated parents, thus diminishing the influence of cost- 
related factors on college choice. 
An interesting finding that relates somewhat to price 
is the respondents' lack of agreement with the statement 
that the quality of education at UMass Amherst is as good 
as that at prestigious private institutions. Perhaps a 
price/quality fallacy in which consumers assume that 
higher price means higher quality is coming into play 
here. That is, do students feel that the quality of 
education at UMass Amherst is not as good as the quality 
of education at prestigious private institutions because 
the price is less at UMass Amherst? If so, then perhaps it 
is time for UMass Amherst to use aggressive comparison¬ 
advertising tactics that match its quality points (e.g., 
the international reputation of its faculty, the average 
starting salaries of graduates, and the student-teacher 
ratio) to comparable statistics at competing institutions. 
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Location and social life are important institutional 
attributes at UMass Amherst. Though the present research 
attests to the importance of location as college-choice 
factors, there is no way to determine the particular 
attributes of the University's location that make it 
desirable. Is it the "five-college" academic environment, 
the bucolic setting, or perhaps the proximity to home? 
The finding that information on specific majors 
strongly impacted the college-choice decisions of 
respondents, coupled with the finding that specific majors 
were important college-choice influencers, reinforce the 
notion that more attention should be paid to the marketing 
of majors and departments. These findings are closely 
allied to the findings of Constantino, Schuster, and Klein 
(1988) who found that college-choice is strongly driven by 
career intentions, which, in turn, strongly influence 
choice of major. 
Institutional Attributes and Student Demographics 
As in the case of marketing and non-marketing 
college-choice factors, there were significant differences 
between males and females, whites and non-whites, and in¬ 
state and out-of-state students in terms of how each group 
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rated the importance of institutional attributes as 
college-choice criteria. 
Once again, these differences suggest that various 
demographic groups should be marketed to as unique market 
segments by modifying existing marketing vehicles so as to 
tailor them to the needs of various demographic segments. 
For instance, printed recruitment material for women might 
emphasize safety as an institutional attribute, a factor 
significantly more important to female respondents as a 
college-choice criterion than male. Out-of-state students 
rated seven institutional attributes as more strongly 
influential than in-state students including (in order of 
influence) social life, diversity, price, a specific 
major, safety, varsity sports, and intramural sports. 
This is an indication that recruitment materials for out- 
of-state students should differ from those pieces used to 
attract in-state students. 
Another interesting finding in the present study is 
that out-of-state students found each of the University's 
marketing vehicles more influential in their college- 
choice decision than did in-state students. Perhaps this 
is because in-state students have more exposure to other 
sources of influence pertaining to UMass (e.g., alums, 
current students, and the news media) than out-of-state 
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students, thus not needing to rely as heavily on student— 
recruitment vehicles in making their college-choice 
decision. This supposition is supported by the finding 
that in-state students were more strongly influenced by 
non-marketing factors such as current UMass Amherst 
students and UMass alums. 
In-state students also rated the influence of current 
UMass Amherst students as a significantly greater 
influence on their decision to attend UMass Amherst (M = 
2.46) than out-of-state students (M = 2.02, p<.01). This 
finding makes sense in that out-of-state students are not 
as likely to interact with UMass Amherst students as in¬ 
state students. 
Also, in-state students rated the influence of UMass 
alums as a significantly greater influence on their 
decision to attend UMass Amherst (M = 1.99) than out-of- 
state students (M = 1.61, p<.01). Again, this finding is 
likely influenced by the fact that out-of-state students 
are not as likely to interact with UMass alums as -in-state 
students. In general, in-state students were more 
strongly influenced by non-marketing variables in terms of 
their decision to attend UMass Amherst(M = 2.42) than out- 
of-state students (M = 2.24, p<.01). 
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There were several differences by sex relative to the 
influence of institutional attributes on college choice. 
The many significant differences between men and women 
raises the question as to whether separate recruitment 
vehicles should be developed for men and women with the 
intent of highlighting the institutional attributes 
attractive to each sex. The marketing tactic is a common 
one. Multiple trailers are often developed for the same 
movie each targeted to a different audience. Action clips 
are used to target men. Romantic clips are used to target 
women. 
Conclusions 
Nine conclusions can be drawn from the findings of 
this study. Five conclusions are reinforcements of prior 
findings in the college-choice literature. Four 
conclusions are more noteworthy in that they are not 
reflected in prior research. 
The conclusions that reinforce prior findings include: 
1. Personal contacts with an institution are its most 
effective controllable student-recruitment tools. 
Colleges and universities should promote such 
contacts with applicants and their families making 
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2. 
every effort to ensure that the interactions are 
frequent and favorable. 
Parents are the strongest college-choice inlfuencers 
over which an institution has no control. Because of 
their strong influence on college choice, parents 
should be targeted as a distinct market segment in 
student-recruitment marketing strategies. 
3. Though other non-institutionally controlled 
influencers are not as strongly influential on 
college choice as parents, their influence is still 
important. Their role in the college-choice process 
should be evaluated and incorporated into an 
institution's student-recruitment marketing strategy 
accordingly. 
4. Media advertising has little impact on college 
choice. News coverage has more impact than 
advertising though this impact is not considerable. 
Institutions should weigh the importance of media 
advertising versus public relations in their overall 
marketing strategy and then adjust their investments 
of resources accordingly. 
5. Institutional attributes such as location, social 
life, and the availability of a variety of majors, 
are strong college-choice influencers. These 
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institutional attributes should weigh heavily in 
terms of their prominence in student-recruitment 
materials. 
The conclusions not reflected in prior research 
include: 
1. Non-marketing-related factors over which an 
institution has no control have greater impact on 
college choice than marketing factors controlled by 
the institution. Through marketing, institutions 
should cultivate these non-controllable college- 
choice inflencers so as to enhance their impact on 
college-choice. 
2. Information provided to applicants about majors in 
which they are interested is an important college- 
choice influencer. Institutions should develop 
departmental recruitment materials as supplements to 
institution-wide materials. 
3. There is a relationship between student demographic 
characteristics and the influence of factors . 
affecting college-choice. The emergence of men and 
women as two distinct groups statistically is an 
indication that men and women should be marketed to 
as two distinct groups. This also holds true for in¬ 
state and out-of-state students. 
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4. At UMass Amherst, price is the institutional 
attribute that most strongly influences college 
choice. This "good value" attribute should have 
stronger prominence in the institution's marketing 
efforts. 
Rethinking Marketing Strategies for Attracting 
Students to UMass Amherst 
The findings and conclusions of this research provide 
a basis for recommendations to improve the student- 
recruitment marketing effort at UMass Amherst. These 
recommendations include the following: 
• Because news coverage emerged as a stronger college- 
choice influencer than media advertising, the 
University should de-emphasize its media-advertising 
efforts in order to invest more strongly in public 
relations. As a public institution, UMass Amherst is 
placed under closer scrutiny by the news media than 
private institutions. Sometimes the publicity is 
negative. A stronger public-relations program would 
help to counter this problem. 
• A centralized organizational function should 
coordinate the publication of recruitment materials 
for individual majors and departments. Though most 
majors and departments presently own such materials. 
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they are typically produced at either department or 
college level. The result is a very disjointed look 
with no unified theme. Often the materials are 
unprofessional in appearance and a poor reflection of 
the institution. 
• Because campus visits are such an important student- 
recruitment tool, prospective students and their 
parents should be enticed into visiting the campus. 
To achieve this objective may require offering 
dinner, sweatshirts, and/or some other freebee. The 
key is to do whatever it takes to get potential 
students and their parents onto the campus. 
• Fathers and mothers emerged as the strongest non¬ 
marketing college-choice influencers. However, the 
institutional attributes they espoused were different 
than those favored by the students. Marketing pieces 
specifically targeted to parents should be developed 
with emphasis on the institutional attributes most 
important to parents. They should be very rational 
in their appeal realizing that parents are less 
responsive to advertising than their children. 
• UMass Amherst should be unabashed in its efforts to 
promote itself as a good buy. Price/value 
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.comparisons to private institutions should be part of 
the strategy. 
Gender-specific recruitment materials should be 
created to supplement existing generic materials. 
The male/female distinctions between the new pieces 
should be subtle. However male and female versions 
should be distinct in terms of the emphasis that is 
placed on the institutional attributes important to 
each sex. 
Limitations of the Study 
There are three limitations of this study. The first 
is that the results cannot be generalized to other 
colleges or universities in that the data will be gathered 
at a single institution. 
The second limitation relates to the sample. The 
sample was not as representative of the freshman class as 
was hoped. Compared to the demographic profile of the 
entire class, the sample had a disproportionate number of 
females (too many) and males (too few). According to the 
enrollment data for the class of 2004 in the Selected 
Admissions and Enrollment Statistics report on the UMass 
Website (www//http.umass.edu/oapa), the sex composition of 
the class of 2004 is 56 percent female and 44 percent male 
119 
(see Appendix H) . The survey sample was 35.8 percent male 
and 64.2 percent female. However, sex-based inferences 
from the results should not be disregarded. They are 
still valid in that the sample was so large (n = 453), and 
that many of the differences between male and female 
respondents were significant at the .01 probability level. 
The sample also had a disproportionate number of 
African-American respondents (not enough). Only 1.1 
percent of the survey respondents identified themselves as 
African American. Enrollment information from the 
Selected Admissions and Enrollment Statistics report 
indicates that African-American enrollment for the class 
of 2004 is 3.5 percent of total enrollment (n = 3,731) 
(see Appendix I). The low representation of students 
identifying themselves as African American may be due to 
the fact that a student-support department called the 
Committee for Collegiate Education of Black and Other 
Minority conducts (CCEBMS) conducts separate sections of 
ENG112 for students of African descent. The low - 
representation of African American students in the sample 
may due to a disproportionate number of African American 
students being enrolled in ENG111, a less intensive 
version of ENG112. 
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Interestingly enough, the sample was right on target 
for Asian enrollment (9.5% in the sample and 9.6% reported 
in the Selected Admissions and Enrollment Statistics 
report). Latino enrollment (3.4% percent in both the 
sample and on the Selected Admissions and Enrollment 
Statistics report). Native American enrollment (.7% in the 
sample and .5% in the Selected Admissions and Enrollment 
Statistics report). 
White-student enrollment in the sample was 79.9 
percent while the Selected Admissions and Enrollment 
Statistics difference between the total of the ethnic- 
identification percentages in the sample, and the Website 
information is attributable to the fact that 5.4 percent 
of the survey respondents listed "other" as a race 
identifier. The Selected Admissions and Enrollment 
Statistics report does not include "other" as a category. 
With so few respondents in the African-American cell, 
statistical analyses using "African-American" as a 
variable became meaningless. For this reason, all non¬ 
white respondents were folded into one "non-white" 
category for the purpose of analysis. From a marketing 
perspective, the wisdom of creating a single non-white 
category is questionable. It assumes that all non-white 
people are alike in terms of their attitudes and behaviors 
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relative to college choice, a posture that is contrary to 
the results of prior research and prevailing marketing 
theory. 
In terms of residency, 68.4 percent of respondents 
indicated that they were residents of Massachusetts; 27.4 
percent were out-of—state residents; and 4.2 percent were 
from other countries (4.2%). Again the results indicate 
that the sample was not as representative of the freshman 
class as was hoped. The sample has a disproportionate 
number of Massachusetts respondents (not enough), and 
foreign respondents (too many). Enrollment information 
from the UMass Website shows that in-state enrollment for 
the class of 2004 is 74 percent of the total (n = 3,731), 
that out-of-state enrollment is 25 percent, and that 
foreign enrollment is one percent. 
Nearly a third of the respondents (31.8%) reported 
that their high-school GPA was higher than 3.5. This 
percentage is somewhat high relative to the enrollment 
information for the class of 2004 on the Selected 
Admissions and Enrollment Statistics report, which shows 
that only about 25 percent of the class of 2004 achieved a 
high school GPA of 3.5 or higher. This type of inflation 
is common in surveys where respondents, though anonymous. 
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1 
are asked to divulge information relative to matters of 
personal achievement (e.g., annual income). 
The third limitation is more obscure and somewhat 
debatable. The study proposes that student-recruitment 
materials are marketer-controlled factors that impact a 
student's college-choice decision, and that parents are 
external environmental factors impacting college choice 
but uncontrollable as an influence. However, student- 
recruitment materials may impact parents' impressions of 
an institution. Parents, in turn, impact college-choice 
decisions. Some might argue that parents might then be 
considered a "marketer-controlled" factor on college 
choice. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
The results of the present study pose some 
interesting questions that might serve as the foundation 
for future research. They include: 
1. How do the present results compare to the results of 
the same study conducted at another type of 
institution, such as a private institution or an 
institution not as well known as UMass Amherst? 
2. Because parents are so strongly influential in the 
college-choice process, what is the impact of 
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college recruitment materials on parents* 
recommendations to their children to attend UMass 
Amherst? 
3. Are there differences among various minority groups 
relative to the impact of college-choice influencers 
on college-choice decisions? 
4. Do UMass administrators rate the importance of 
college-choice influencers the same as the 
respondents of this survey? 
Other topics for future research might focus on 
comparison studies on the effectiveness of student- 
recruitment vehicles, or the collective impact of multiple 
factors on college choice. 
Summary 
The results of this study are an important addition 
to the college-choice literature. Categorizing college- 
choice influencers as either marketing factors 
controllable by an institution, or as environmental 
factors over which an institution has no control has 
provided a new lens through which to analyze the effect of 
factors that influence college choice. In essence, this 
study is an environmental scanning process in which 
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controllable variables are weighed against non- 
controllable environmental variables, a process that is 
fundamental to the consumer-products marketing process 
(Kotler, 1991). If the marketing principles used in 
industry are to be consistently applied to higher 
education, then this type of analysis is a critical one. 
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APPENDIX A 
LITERATURE REVIEW BY TYPE OF RESEARCH AND STUDENT 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
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Literature Review by Type of Research and Student Demographics 
Public private both Quantitat. Qualitat. Sex type ethnic achieve 
Gorman X X 
Boyer X X 
Kealy et al. X X 
Matthay X 
Hayes X X X 
Pagano et al. X X • 
Theus X X 
Yost et al. X X 
Henley etal. X X 
Sevier X X 
Canterbury X X 
Anderson X X 
Armstrong et 
al. 
X X 
Rosen et al. X X , 
Strayer X X • 
Straus et al. X X 
Schuster et al. X X 
Clinton X X 
Choy et al. X X 
Hayes et al. X X 
Shank etal. X X X X 
Sekely et al. X X X 
Broekmeier et 
al. 
X X X X 
Dehne et al. X X X 
Antes X X 
Hurtado et al. X X X 
Choy et al. X X X 
Richardson et 
al. 
X X 
Bingham et al. X X 
Wallman X X 
Chapman X X 
Coccari etal. X X X 
Canale et al. X X 
Bingham X X 
Discenza et al. X X 
Boatwright et 
al. 
X X 
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APPENDIX B 
LITERATURE REVIEW BY MARKETING FACTORS 
Literature Review by Marketing Factors 
TV Radio Viewbook Catalog major Campus 
visit 
Open 
house 
Website Call 
Gorman X X 
Boyer X X X 
Kealy et al. X 
Matthay X 
Hayes X X 
Pagano et al. X X X 
Theus X X 
Yost et al. X 
Henley etal. 
Sevier X 
Canterbury X 
Anderson 
Armstrong et 
al. 
X 
Rosen et al. X X X 
Strayer X X 
Straus etal. X 
Schuster et 
al. 
Clinton 
Choy et al. X X 
Hayes et al. 
Shank et al. 
Sekely et al. 
Broekmeier 
etal. 
Dehne et al. 
Antes 
Hurtado et 
al. 
Choy et al. 
Richardson 
etal. 
Bingham et 
al. 
Wallman 
Chapman 
Coccari et al. 
Canale et al. 
Bingham 
Discenza et 
al. 
Boatwright 
et al. 
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APPENDIX C 
LITERATURE REVIEW BY NON-MARKETING FACTORS 
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Literature Review by Non-Marketing Factors 
Father mother Counselor Teacher Friends UMass 
student 
alum news 
Gorman X 
Boyer X 
Kealy et al. X 
Matthay X X X X X 
Hayes X X X 
Pagano et al. 
Theus X X X X X X 
Yost et al. 
Henley etal. 
Sevier 
Canterbury 
Anderson 
Armstrong et al. 
Rosen et al. X X X 
Strayer 
Straus etal. 
Schuster et al. X X 
Clinton X X 
Choy et al. X X X X 
Hayes et al. 
Shank et al. 
Sekely et al. 
Broekmeier et al. X X X X 
Dehne et al. 
Antes 
Hurtado et al. 
Choy et al. 
Richardson et al. 
Bingham et al. 
Wallman 
Chapman 
Coccari etal. 
Canale et al. 
Bingham 
Discenza et al. 
Boatwright et al. 
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APPENDIX D 
LITERATURE REVIEW BY INSTITUTIONAL ATTRIBUTES 
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Literature Review by Institutional Attributes 
Loc. Safety Major Variety price Scholar¬ 
ship 
aid Intra¬ 
mural 
Varsity social Diversity 
Gorman X 
Boyer 
Kealy et al. 
Matthay 
Hayes 
Pagano et al. 
Theus 
Yost et al. 
Henley etal. 
Sevier 
Canterbury 
Anderson 
Armstrong et 
al. 
Rosen et al. X X 
Strayer 
Straus et al. X 
Schuster et al. X X X 
Clinton 
Choy et al. X X X X X 
Hayes et al. 
Shank et al. X X X X X X X 
Sekely et al. X X 
Broekmeier et 
al. 
X X X 
Dehne et al. 
Antes X X 
Hurtado et al. X X 
Choy et al. X X X X 
Richardson et 
al. - 
X 
Bingham et al. X X 
Wallman 
Chapman 
Coccari et al. X X X 
Canale et al. X X X X X X X 
Bingham X X X 
Discenza et al. X X X 
Boatwright et 
al. 
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APPENDIX E 
COLLEGE CHOICE SURVEY 
134 
College Choice Survey 
Spring 2001 
This survey is being administered to students in freshman writing classes. The 
survey questions relate to factors that may have affected your decision to attend 
UMass Amherst The results will be used in doctoral dissertation in the School of 
Education, and will also be shared with the University administrators in charge of 
recruiting students to UMass. You will not be asked to identify yourself in any way 
so that your responses will remain anonymous. 
Question 1: How influential were the following factors in your decision to attend 
UMass? Please circle the rating that best describes your feeling._ 
not somewhat moderately very not 
influential influential influential influential applicable 
TV ads featuring accomplished 
UMass alums such as former 
Celtics coach Rick Pitino and 
Jack Welch, CEO of General 
Electric 
1 2 3 4 5 
Radio ads featuring 
accomplished UMass alums 
such as former Celtics coach 
Rick Pitino and Jack Welch, 
CEO of General Electric 
1 2 3 4 5 
TV news and newspaper 
coverage about positive things 
happening at UMass relative to 
1 2 3 4 5 
athletics, the accomplishments 
of its students, faculty, and so on. 
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page 2: survey 
Question 2: How influential were each of the following people in your decision to 
attend UMass? Please circle the rating that best describes your feeling. 
not 
influential 
somewhat 
influential 
moderately 
influential 
very 
influential 
not 
applicable 
Your father 1 2 3 4 5 
Your mother 1 2 3 4 5 
High-school guidance counselor 1 2 3 4 5 
High-school teachers 1 , 2 3 4 5 
Friends 1 2 3 4 5 
Current UMass students 1 2 3 4 5 
UMass alums 1 2 3 4 5 
Other Please specify: 1 : 2 3 4 5 
Question 3: How influential were each of the following factors in your decision to 
attend UMass? Please circle the rating that best describes your feeling. 
not 
influential 
somewhat 
influential 
moderately 
influential 
very 
influential 
not 
applicable 
The UMass viewbook 1 2 3 4 5 
The UMass course catalog 1 2 3 4 5 
Information about a major 1 2 3 4 5 
A campus visit 1 2 3 4 5 
Attending an open house 1 2 3 4 5 
The UMass Web page 1 2 3 4 5 
A phone call from Admissions 1 2 3 4 5 
Other Please specify: 1 2 3 4 5 
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Question 4: How influential were each of the following factors in your decision to 
attend UMass? Please circle the rating that best describes your feelings. 
not 
influential 
somewhat 
influential 
moderately 
influential 
very 
influential 
not 
applicable 
Location 1 2 3 4 5 
Campus safety 1 2 3 4 5 
A specific major 1 2 3 4 5 
A variety of majors 1 2 3 4 5 
Price 1 2 3 4 5 
Scholarships 1 2 3 4 5 
Financial aid 1 2 3 4 5 
Intramural sports 1 2 3 4 5 
Varsity sports 1 2 3 4 5 
Social Life 1 2 3 4 5 
Diversity 1 2 3 4 5 
Other Please specify: 1 ■ . 2 ,*% 3 4 5 
Question 5: Please rank the following factors from 1 to 10 in terms of their 
importance on your decision to attend UMass with 10 being the most important and 1 
being the least important._ 
Location A specific major 
Campus safety The variety of majors 
Diversity _Price 
_Social life _Scholarships 
Sports Financial Aid 
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Question 6: Please circle the rating that best reflects 
following statements: 
your agreement with the 
strongly agree 
agree 
no disagree 
opinion 
strongly 
disagree 
The recruitment material that 1 
UMass uses to attract students 
portrays UMass accurately 
2 3 4 5 
The news media is harsh in its 1 2 ■ 3 - 4 5 
coverage of UMass 
I am satisfied with my decision 1 
to attend UMass. 
2 3 4 5 
UMass has some very successful 1 
graduates. 
2 3 4 5 
UMass will prepare me for a good 1 
career. 
2 3 4 5 
Academic preparation at UMass 1 
is as good as prestigious private 
institutions. 
2 4 5 
UMass grads speak highly of 1 
UMass. 
2 3 4 5 
People outside UMass have a 1 
favorable impression of the 
University. 
2 3 4 5 
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Question 7: Please rank the following factors from 1 to 10 in terms of their 
importance on your decision to attend UMass with 10 being the most important and 1 
being the least important. 
_The UMass viewbook A campus visit or attending an open house 
_News coverage about UMass Your friends 
Your parents 
_Present UMass students or UMass alums 
TV or radio advertising 
_ The UMass Web page 
Information about major High-school guidance counselors or teachers 
Question 8: Please answer the following questions about yourself by circling the 
appropriate response.__ 
1) lam: 
a) Male 
b) Female 
2) I consider myself: 
a) African American 
b) Asian 
c) Latino 
d) Native American 
e) White 
f) Other - Please specify: 
3) My present age is:_ 
4) I’m from: 
a) Massachusetts 
b) Out-of-state - Please indicate state: _ 
c) Another country - Please indicate country: 
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5) I would characterize the community from which I come as 
a) urban 
b) suburban 
c) rural 
6) My high-school GPA was: 
a) less than 2.0 
b) 2.0-2.49 
c) 2.5-2.99 
d) 3.0-3.5 
e) over 3.5 
7) The highest educational level completed by my mother was: 
a) high school 
b) 2-yr. College 
c) 4-yr. College 
d) grad school or beyond 
8) The highest educational level completed by my father was: 
a) high school 
b) 2-yr. College 
c) 4-yr. College 
d) grad school or beyond 
9) Of all the colleges to which I applied, UMass was my (circle one): 
a) first choice 
b) second choice 
c) third choice 
d) fourth choice or greater 
10) If UMass was not your first-choice college, the statement that best expresses my 
reason for attending UMass is (circle one): 
a) I wasn ’t accepted by my first-choice college. 
b) UMass was more affordable than my first-choice college. 
c) UMass was the best of all of the schools that accepted me. 
d) UMass was the only college that accepted me. 
e) Other: Please specify 
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January 30, 2001 
Marcia Curtis, Director 
Writing Program 
lBii\Hmty of Massachusetts 
Bartlett Hall 
Amherst, MA 01003 
Dear Marcia: 
You may remember me as the wayward researcher who considered your ENG 112 
students an ideal sample (n=250) for a study on college choice. Way back we had 
conversations about my administering a survey during the Fall 2000 semester. I’m 
hoping (desperately!) that the offer is still open and that I may take advantage of your 
kindness this semester. As promised, I will minimize the intrusion and am even willing 
to pay the grad-student instructors a small stipend to compensate them for their working 
me into their schedules. 
Please forgive my poor follow-through on all of this. Life has been hectic. I am now 
splitting my time between Consumer Studies and an administrative job at Holyoke 
Community College. The dual role will continue until the fate of the Department of 
Consumer Studies is finally resolved. I’m also working on a new edition of my 
textbook. 
I will try reaching you by phone tomorrow to discuss further. Belated congratulations 
on your promotion to director of the Writing Program. Peter certainly left his highly 
reputed program in capable hands! 
Sincerely, 
John Donne 1 lan 
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Dear 
Thanks so much for agreeing to allow me to administer a survey to your ENG 
112 students on (day), (month and date) at (time) in (location). I will arrive 
approximately 10 minutes before class begins to greet the students as they 
come to class. At the beginning of the class, I will offer a brief explanation of the 
purpose of the study before administering it. The survey should take 
approximately six minutes to complete though some students may take longer. I 
will not ask students who arrive after the explanation to complete the survey. I 
will bring a $20 check payable to you so that you can treat the students in some 
way to thank them for giving of their time. 
I am asking that you prepare the students for my visit by telling them about the 
reason for gathering the data. The study is an attempt to determine the factors 
that most strongly influence a student’s decision to attend UMass. The students 
will be asked to rate the importance of influential factors such as campus visits, 
viewbooks, alums, and their parent and friends, on their college-choice 
decision. Demographic questions will also be included in the survey. Please 
inform the students that they individually have the right to refuse to complete 
the survey. 
Please be in touch if I can answer any questions. You can best reach me by 
email at jdonnellan@constudy .umass ♦ edu. 
Sincerely, 
John Donnellan 
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Admissions 
First-Year 
Applications 17,562 17,705 18,006 17,691 19,915 19,499 18,635 
Acceptances 13,780 13,164 13,146 13,175 13,727 13,126 13,508 
Enrollments 3,861 3,985 3,737 3,866 4,060 3,731 4,175 
Accept Rate 78% 74% 73% 74% 69% 67% 72% 
Yield 28% 30% 28% 29% 30% 28% 31% 
ALANA % t 17% 21% 21% 19% 17% 17% 18% 
In-State % 67% 71% 69% 71% 76% 74% 75% 
Female % 50% 49% 53% 52% 54% 56% 55% 
Combined SAT 1095 1098 1108 1124 1133 1127 1118 
High School Rank ** 34 33 29 27 26 25 27 
High School GPA*” 2.82 2.85 3.09 3.16 3.26 3.33 3.35 
Transfer 
Applications 3,207 2,823 2,545 2,632 3,079 3,218 - - 3,133 
Acceptances 2,236 1,926 1,794 1,877 1,984 1,876 1,908 
Enrollments 1,312 1,182 1,123 1,199 1,192 1,210 1,175 
Accept Rate 70% 68% 70% 71% 64% 58% 61% 
Yield 59% 61% 63% 63% 59% 64% 62% 
Undergraduate Enrollment 18,021 18,341 18,113 17,788 18,470 18,214 
18,300- 
18,400 
t ALANA percent based on percent of U.S. citizens reporting. 
” High School Rank is a percentile scale with 0 representing the top of a class and 99 the bottom. 
••• Effective Fall 1997, a weighted High School GPA is used which assigns greater weight to honors and advanced 
placement courses, and is therefore not comparable to previous years. 
Note. Estimates based on activity as of August 6, 2001. 
Available on the World Wide Web at http://www.umass.edu/oapa 
University of Massachusetts Amherst • Office of Institutional Research (OIR) • 8/10/01 
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Preparing G olleg e Students for a D iverse D emocracy 
Selected Results from a Survey of Fall 2000 Entering First-Year Students 
UMass Amherst I esearch t oordinatina Team 
C ampus 1 iaisore I imena 1i tiga, Assistant Professor, Student 0 evelopment'Oi •nil Qon/irps 
Marilyn I laustein. D irector. Office of Institutional Research, Grant Ingle, I irector, Office of Human Relations. 
Gary Malaney, 0 irector. Student Affairs Research, Information l Systems 
Martha Stassen, 0 irector of Assessment Office of Academic Planning and Assessment 
SUMMARY. The University of Massachusetts Amherst is participating in a national longitudinal study 
of the relationship between student diversity and learning outcomes in higher education institutions. 
First-year students participating in the New Students program completed an initial survey of their prior 
experiences and expectations for college. The results indicate that students come to UMass Amherst with 
varying degrees of experience with racial and ethnic diversity. In general, white students have had less 
exposure to other racial/ethnic groups than ALANA and multi-racial/ethnic students have. Attitudes 
towards university practices also vary. White students are much less likely to believe that a diverse 
student body is important and that universities should aggressively recruit students of color. While these 
differences are striking, there are also important similarities. Most students rate their ability to work 
cooperatively with diverse people and their tolerance for others with different beliefs fairly highly. There 
is also substantial agreement that discrimination is still a major problem in the U.S. and that universities 
have a responsibility to help students learn to live in a multicultural society. Our entering student 
population illustrates a core social dilemma. As a group, students believe they are tolerant and open to 
working with students from other radal/ethnic groups. However, their actual experience with diversity 
and their beliefs about actions the University should take to promote diversity differ substantially across 
racial/ethnic groups. 
In April of 2000, UMass Amherst in conjunction with nine other public research universities launched an extensive 
research study designed to explore how diversity inside and outside the classroom is linked with learning on college 
campuses. The main goal of the project, directed by Sylvia Hurtado at the University of Michigan and funded with 
a three year grant from the U.S. Department of Education, is to understand how students develop cognitive, social, 
and democratic skills and predispositions through campus programs and initiatives and informal interactions with 
diverse peers. In an effort to empirically inform the practice of educating a diverse student body, the project will 
utilize a variety of methods to collect information on student learning outcomes, including a longitudinal survey of 
students, classroom-based studies, student focus groups, a campus inventory of diversity-related practices, and 
analyses of student data. 
The longitudinal survey component of the project began this past summer when 3,077 entering first-year students 
completed a survey while attending the New Students Program. The results of the survey provide valuable 
information on the background characteristics of entering students, including prior experience with people from 
different racial and ethnic groups, baseline measurements of democracy, cognitive, and social-cognitive outcomes, 
and student beliefs about the role of higher education in addressing issues of race and ethnicity. 
I ack g round C haracteristics of Entering First-Year Students 
Of the 3,077 students surveyed during orientation, 3,006 actually enrolled for the Fall 2000 semester. The 
racial/ethnic breakdown of these students is reported in Table 1. The distribution of race/ethnicity for all Fall 2000 
enrolled first-year first-time students is included for comparison. 
Tat le 1:1 eported 1 acefEthnicity 
Respondents 2000 Enrolled 
White/Caucasian 83% 77% 
Asian American/Pacific Islander 8% 8% 
Latino/Hispanic/Chicano 3% 4% 
African American/I lack/Cape 1 erdean 2% 4% 
Multi-racial/ethnic* 2% not a category 
Unreported 1% 8% 
American Indian/Alaskan Native less than 1% less than 1% 
•Student marked more than one radal/ethnic group 
Figures ei elude non-resident aliens 
University of Massachusetts Amherst • Preparing Students for a I iverse I emocracy • February 2001 
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